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i l l
ABSTRACT
The Theatre magazine, the most highly  regarded B ritish  dramatic 
p e rio d ica l of i t s  tim e, flou rished  as a monthly Journal from August,
1878, through December, 1897. Despite changes in  e d ito rsh ip , the 
p e r io d ic a l 's  primary emphasis was c o n sis ten tly  upon the  varied aspects 
of the  B ritish  th e a tre : the drama, c r it ic ism , p e rso n a litie s , h is to ry ,
the  audience, and management. Papers contributed to  the magazine by 
the most prominent a c to rs , c r i t i c s ,  managers, and other dramatic author­
i t i e s  gave i t  unusual substance and p re s tig e . Taken as a whole, The 
Theatre provides a highly illum inating  h is to r ic a l  p ic tu re  of the numerous 
fa c e ts  of the la te  V ictorian  th e a tre , a period of great s ign ificance  in 
B r itish  dramatic h is to ry .
This study is  devoted to  a d e sc rip tiv e  an a ly sis  of c e r ta in  major 
aspects of the  la te  V ic to rian  th ea tre  as reported  in The Theatre from 
Ju ly , 1878, through December, 1897. The th ir ty -n in e  volumes of the maga­
zine have furnished th e  primary source of m ateria l, with ce rta in  supple­
mentary sources u t i l iz e d  as requ ired .
The f i r s t  chapter gives a kaleidoscopic p ic tu re  of the magazine 
a s a whole, with a d esc rip tio n  of i t s  sa lie n t fea tu re s  as trea ted  by 
each of i t s  e d ito rs . The second chapter co n sis ts  of a d e sc rip tiv e  
a n a ly sis  of four major themes in the  p e rio d ica l which concerned the 
th e a tre  I t s e l f .  These are : the make-up and conduct of the  audience;
th e  m erits of a proposed subsidised th e a tre ; the worth of a proposed 
dramatic academy; c e rta in  problems in  p layw ritlng . S im ilarly , the
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th ird  chapter comprises a d e sc rip tiv e  analy sis  of the  re la tio n sh ip s  of 
th e  Stage and four potent so c ia l fo rces: The Church; Government Censor­
ship; th e  Press as represented by the dramatic c r i t ic s ;  and Society.
The fou rth  chapter co n sis ts  of a c r i t i c a l  examen of the  advent of 
Henrik Ib sen 's  p lays upon the B ritish  stage and th e ir  subsequent f a r -  
reaching e ffe c ts .
The Theatre witnessed numerous changes In the  development of the 
s ta g e . Among those noted were changes in  the composition and a tt i tu d e s  
of audiences, a ttr ib u ta b le  in  p a rt to  a decrease In the prejudice toward 
the acted drama. Pressing problems involving th e a tre  patrons centered 
about the p i t ,  th ea tre  e tiq u e tte , and the issu ing  of passes. Also ob­
served were the Increasing ly  frien d ly  re la tio n s  between the Stage and 
th e  Church, and between the Stage and Society. The most momentous 
change of a l l ,  however, was the emergence of the B ritish  drama of th e s is , 
given I t s  g rea te s t impetus by the realism  of the soc ia l dramas of Henrik 
Ibsen.
Major con troversies during the period covered by the  magazine 
centered about dramatic w ritin g , c r i t ic ism , government censorship, a 
proposed subsidised th e a tre , and a proposed dram atic academy. The 
m erits  and dem erits of the Issues ra ised  In the course of the  debates 
on these sub jects were f a i th f u l ly  chronicled in  The Theatre.
The T heatre, th e re fo re , Is  valuable to  the present-day dramatic 
student because I t  Is an accurate m irror of the la te  V ictorian stage 
In a l l  of I t s  aspec ts .
v
INTRODUCTION
Robert W. Lowe, a well known dramatic au th o rity , w riting  In 
1888, commented on The Theatre magazine as follow s:
This I s  one of the  most valuable of dram atic records. 
Giving, a s  I t  does, the  f u l l  c a s t, date  of production, 
e tc .  of every play of any Importance, and giving a lso  
admirable p o r t r a i ts  of a c to rs , au tho rs , and c r i t i c s ,  i t  
I s  In I t s e l f  a complete h is to ry  of the  contemporary stage 
and w ill be, to  coming generations, a work of p r ic e le ss  
value. Sets a re , even now, scarce, and bring  high 
p ric e s .*
Walter Graham, In h is  monumental survey of English l i te r a r y  p e rio d ic a ls , 
singled out The Theatre fo r  sp ec ific  comment:
Among the legion of th e a tr ic a l  p e rio d ica ls  in  the 
l a t t e r  h a lf  of the  century, The Theatre, a [ sic]
Monthly Review and Magazine (1877-1897) I s  d istingu ished  
not only by I t s  longer l i f e  but a lso  by the scope of I t s  
design. . . .  In the 'e ig h t ie s  and 'n in e t ie s ,  The Theatre 
was unquestionably a p e rio d ica l of dominating p res tig e  
and in fluence . In f a c t ,  not one among those which have 
flo u rish ed  since seems to  command q u ite  the  same respec t 
from readers or support from the g rea t ac to rs  of the 
age.
The Theatre was founded in  January, 1877, as a "weekly c r i t i c a l  
review ," and continued a s  a weekly u n t i l  Ju ly , 1878. Beginning with 
August, 1878, however, I t  became a monthly with the s u b t i t le  "A Monthly 
Review and Magazine." In  I t s  twenty years of existence the  ed ito rsh ip  
of th e  magazine changed hands from time to  tim e. Yet i t s  primary
^Robert W. Lowe, A B ibliographical Account of English T hea trica l 
L ite ra tu re  (London: John C. Nimino, 1888), p . 333.
^Walter Graham, English L itera ry  P e rio d ica ls  (New York: Thomas 
Nelson and Sons, 1930), pp. 354-355.
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emphasis was c o n sis ten tly  upon the varied  aspects of the  th ea tre : 
the  drama, c ritic ism , p e rso n a litie s , h is to ry , th e  audience,and manage­
ment. As Graham suggested, a r t i c l e s  on such sub jec ts contributed by 
th e  prominent a c to rs , managers, c r i t i c s ,  and th e a tr ic a l  h is to r ia n s  of 
th e  day gave th i s  magazine ”an unusual substance.” Taken as a  whole, 
the contents of The Theatre give the reader of today a highly illu m i­
nating  h is to r ic a l  p ic tu re  of the numerous fa c e ts  of the  la te  V ictorian  
th e a tre .
From January, 1880, to  June, 1893, Inc lusive , the  scope of the 
p e rio d ica l was enlarged to  encompass not only the  drama, but a lso  the  
f in e  a r t s  and music. Consonant with th is  change, the s u b t i t le  during 
those years was ”A Monthly Review of the Drama, Music, and the  Fine 
A rts .” Although The Theatre *s coverage of music and the  fin e  a r ts  was 
not so thorough as i t s  treatm ent of the drama, nevertheless the  music 
and f in e  a r ts  sections fu rn ish  some enlightening inform ation about the 
a r t i s t i c  ta s te s  of the  la te  V ic to rians.
In Ju ly , 1893, In accord with another change in  e d ito rsh ip , the  
magazine returned to  i t s  f i r s t  s u b t i t le ,  ”A Monthly Review and Maga­
z in e ,” and I t s  scope was once again lim ited exclusively  to  aspects of 
th e  drama.
The period In which The Theatre flou rished  was one of revo lu -' 
tlo n ary  changes in  th e  B ritish  drama, marked p rim arily  by the  ascend­
ance of Ibsenian rea lism . The years 1878-1897 a lso  saw Important 
changes in  th ea tre  audiences; in  the so c ia l standing of the p layers; 
and in  the a t t i tu d e s  of Important in s t i tu t io n s  lik e  the  Church toward 
the  Stage. In the l ig h t  of these  circum stances, i t  i s  su rp ris in g  
th a t s tu d ies  a re  lacking in  so many areas of the  la te  V ictorian  th e a tre .
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Studies have been made of only th ree  c r i t i c s  of the  tim e: George
Bernard Shaw, William Archer, and Arthur Bingham Walkley. Of the play­
w rights of the  period , in v es tig a tio n s  have d e a lt with Arthur Wing
Pinero, George Bernard Shaw, Henry Arthur Jones, and Oscar Wilde. Of
s tu d ies  concerned with m iscellaneous su b jec ts , one may be c ited  on the 
n ineteen th  century audience; several on stage illum ina tion ; and one each 
on scenic design, a c tin g , and d irec tin g , re sp ec tiv e ly . Heretofore no 
s tu d ies  have been made on the  numerous th e a tr ic a l  p e rio d ica ls  of the 
e ra .
The purpose of the  present in v es tig a tio n , th e re fo re , i s  to  de­
scribe and analyze c e r ta in  major aspec ts  of the la te  V ictorian  th ea tre  
a s seen in  one of the most highly regarded drama p e rio d ica ls  of the 
tim e, The T heatre . This study i s  lim ited  to  the  period  in  which the 
magazine ran as a monthly—Ju ly , 1878, through December, 1897, the date 
of i t s  demise. The th ir ty -n in e  volumes of The Theatre have served as 
th e  primary source of m a te ria l, although supplementary sources have 
been u t i l iz e d  as requ ired . Since the magazine's volume numbers do not 
run consecutively from I to  XXXIX, i t  w ill be more convenient to  c i te  
re fe rences to  The Theatre by month, d a te , and page number, e .g . ,  July, 
1879, 3-4. Whenever possib le  such c i ta t io n s  w ill be included in the 
t e x t .
The Theatre abounds in  so much valuable source m ateria l th a t 
i t  would be impossible to Include a l l  th a t i t  contains in  one study. 
Accordingly, the p resen t in v es tig a tio n  w ill be conducted along the 
follow ing l in e s .  The f i r s t  chapter w ill  p resen t the essence of the 
magazine as a whole, describ ing  i t s  s a l ie n t  fe a tu re s  a s  tre a te d  by 
each of the  e d ito rs . The second chapter w ill make a d e sc rip tiv e
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an a ly sis  of four major themes In the p e rio d ica l which concern the 
th ea tre  i t s e l f : the  audience; a proposed subsidised th e a tre ;  a pro­
posed dramatic academy; the d ram a tis ts . S im ilarly , the th ird  chapter 
w ill make a d escrip tiv e  an a ly sis  of the re la tio n sh ip s  of the Stage and 
four potent so c ia l fo rces: the Church; Government Censorship; the
Press; and Society. The fou rth  and l a s t  chapter w ill examine c r i t ic a l ly  
the advent of Henrik Ibsen’s p lays upon the B ritish  stage and th e ir  sub­
sequent e f fe c ts , as described In The T heatre. I t  Is  hoped th a t the 
presen t In v estig a tio n  w ill b ring c e r ta in  nebulous fea tu res  of the  la te  
V ic to rian .th ea tre  in to  sharper focus.
In h is  study of the  Athenaeum. L eslie A. Marchand remarked:
. . .  I must acknowledge considerable Indebtedness to  
those who have done the p ioneering, e sp ec ia lly  to  Walter 
Graham, who has plowed widely and deeply in  h is  Bngllsh 
L ite ra ry  P e rio d ica ls  (1930), and Tory C ritic ism  In the 
’’Q uarterly  Review" (1921). Other stud ies of nineteenth  
century p e rio d ic a ls  already published Include: Leigh
Hunt’s Examiner Examined (1928), by Edmund Blunden; The 
Story of the Spectator (1928), by William Beach Thomas; 
Benthamite Reviewing: Twelve Years of the  Westminster 
Review. 1824-1836 (1934), by Miriam M. H. T h ra ll; and 
The Party of Humanity: the F o rtn igh tly  Review and I t s  
C on tribu to rs. 1865-74 (1939), by Edwin M. B verett. A 
h is to ry  of the Saturday Review by Merle M. Bevington 
is  now nearing completion, and i t  is  probable th a t  other 
V ictorian  p e rio d ic a ls  w ill stand fo r  th e ir  p o r t r a i ts  .
. soon.3
I t  I s  hoped th a t the  presen t study of The T heatre , a V ictorian  p e rio d i­
ca l of the drama, w ill be a  f i t t i n g  supplement to  the s tu d ie s  mentioned 
above.
^Leslie A. Marchand, The Athenaeum: A Mirror of V ictorian  Culture 
(Chapel H ill:  U niversity  of North Carolina P ress, 1941), pp. v l i - v i l l .
CHAPTER I
HISTORY AND DESCRIPTION
This chapter i s  Intended to  presen t an overview of the  th ir ty -  
nine volumes which The Theatre magazine encompasses. A chronological 
account of the  magazine's h is to ry  w ill be accompanied by a d escrip tio n  
of the s a l ie n t  fea tu res  of the  p e rio d ica l as they varied with the 
changes in e d ito rsh ip .
The F ir s t  Years under Hawkins: August, 1878, to  December, 1879
The Theatre was founded in  January, 1877, a s  a weekly magazine, 
but in  August, 1878, i t  emerged as a monthly with the appropria te  sub­
t i t l e ,  "A Monthly Review and Magazine." For reasons unrevealed, the  
ed ito r chose not. to  d isc lose  h is  name. Though th is  d e s ire  fo r anonym­
i ty  may seem unusual today, n ineteenth  century w rite rs  frequen tly  pub­
lished  a r t i c le s  and reviews unsigned. L eslie  Marchand, fo r Instance, 
p o in ts  out th a t  without access to  a marked f i l e ,  "the Indispensable 
source fo r the  id e n tif ic a tio n  of review ers, almost a l l  anonymous," he 
could scarcely  have consisted  h is  study of c r it ic ism  in  the  Athenaeum, 
a contemporary of The T heatre .*
Careful study has brought to  l ig h t only one casual—indeed too 
casual—reference  to  the m ysterious f i r s t  ed ito r of The T heatre. This
-L eslie  A. Marchand, The Athenaeum: A M irror of V ictorian  Culture 
(Chapel H ill:  U niversity  of North Carolina P ress, 1941), p . lx .
5
6
reference i s  found in  the  Ju ly , 1888, number, some eight years a f te r  
Clement Scott had succeeded to  the  e d ito rsh ip . An a r t ic le  on the 
Prench stage began a s  follow s:
Mr. Hawkins, the celebrated author of the  Life of 
Edmund Kean; [ s ic ]  an a s tu te  c r i t i c ,  an accurate 
h is to r ia n , and fo r  a long time th e  ed ito r as well 
as founder of The Theatre magazine, has once more 
la id  us under a deep ob liga tion  to  him.
(Ju ly , 1888, 18)
ThiB i s  h e lp fu l, but the "ce leb ra ted11 Mr. Hawkins' f i r s t  name was not 
mentioned. Further inv estig a tio n  revea ls  him to be Frederick W. 
Hawkins, described by Lowe as Jo u rn a lis t, author and "a well known 
w rite r  on th e a tr ic a l  sub jec ts , who fo r  some years ed ited  the  [ sic] 
Theatre." 2
The f i r s t  monthly issue of The Theatre covered 94 pages, 5 1/2" 
by 8 l/2 "  in  dimension, with margins s l ig h tly  over one-half inch a l l  
the  way around. The f i r s t  number was f a i r ly  p leasing  in appearance, 
i t s  p r in t  being thoroughly readable, though not excessively  la rg e .
There was considerable v a rie ty  in th e  content of the magazine, 
and consonant w ith i t s  t i t l e ,  the  a r t i c le s  perta ined  to some aspect 
of the  th e a tre , including musical productions. A b r ie f  d e sc rip tio n  of 
the contents of th e  f i r s t  number may ind ica te  the q u a lity  and make-up 
of th e  magazine. The lead a r t i c l e  was e n ti t le d  "Our Stage: I t s
Present and I t s  Probable F u tu re ."  This was followed by a r t i c le s  on 
"A Subsidised Theatre fo r London" and on "The Opera Season, 1878."
All th ree  a r t i c l e s  were unsigned. Then came a sho rt poem, "An Old
2Robert W. Lowe, A B ibliographical Account of Bngllsh T heatrica l 
L ite ra tu re  (London: John C. Nimbo, 1888), p . 165.
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S tager,"  by Henry S. Leigh, which in tu rn  was followed by " P o r t r a i t s .”3 
The f i r s t  of them was of Hiss B llen Terry. I t  gave a resume of her 
ro le s  in  add ition  to  a c r it iq u e  of her performance a s  P o rtia  in  The 
Merchant of Venice. In te re s tin g ly , the  w rite r  appreciated Miss Terry, 
but not to  the po in t of in fa tu a tio n .
The regu lar fe a tu re s , of no ra re  beauty, became singu­
la r ly  fa sc in a tin g , aB change of expression indicated 
th e  varying emotions of suspense, fe a r ,  r e l i e f ,  d e lig h t.
The form, of no unique p e rfe c tio n , seemed from c la s s ic  
^gracefulness of pose to  be th a t of a very Roman lady 
such a s  scu lp to rs would perpetuate ; and the c o n tra lto  
voice, though a t tim es unmusical, sounded in  i t s  depth 
and soothing cadences g ra te fu l to  ears long fam ilia r  
only with the  monotonous p ip ing  from the s h r i l l  soprani 
of self-promoted soub re ttes.
(August, 1878, 16)
Under the  caption The Round Table, there  were seven signed 
a r t i c le s  dealing  with random th e a tr ic a l  su b jec ts . The popular ac to r
B. A. Sothern se lec ted  "Reminiscences” as h is  sub jec t; the c r i t i c  
Frank Marshall chose "The Drama of the Day in  I t s  R elation  to  L ite ra ­
tu re " ; and Henry Hersee wrote about "Madame P a t t i  a s  an A c tress ."  The 
tone and s tru c tu re  of these short a r t i c l e s  varied widely, depending 
upon the nature of the subject m atter and upon the  whim of th e  in d i­
vidual w rite r . Thus S o thern 's a r t i c l e  was l ig h t and amusing, whereas 
those of Marshall and Hersee were more se rious. On the  other hand,
Kate F ie ld , another of the  Round Table co n trib u to rs , o ffered  a ra th e r  
sardonic suggestion fo r  th e  treatm ent of ac to rs  .in extremis by applying 
a  v a ria tio n  of the  Oneida Community's " 'C ritic ism  C ure'" as  advanced
3A photograph apparently  accompanied t h i s  t r ib u te  to  Miss Terry. 
However, in  the copy av a ilab le  to  t h i s  w rite r , the p o r t r a i t  i s  m issing, 
a s  i s  th a t  of Henry Irv in g .
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in th e  American S o c ia lis t .
A g reat traged ian  i s  a t  d e a th 's  door. . . . The 
Theatre i s  placed before them. They hear fo r the 
f i r s t  time of th e  "C ritic ism  Cure." They send fo r 
a l l  the  ava ilab le  a c to rs  who play the  same lin e  of 
business. They are admitted separately  to  the 
sick  man's bedside, the  le a s t c r i t i c a l  going f i r s t ,  
the  most v io len t going l a s t .  The p a tie n t i s  gradually  
re s to red  to  consciousness, and by the  time the la s t  
p i l l  i s  administered every pore opens, throws o ff 
d isease , and the  stage re ta in s  i t s  b rig h te s t ornament.
(August, 1878, 35)
The h is to ry  of the  th ea tre  was not fo rgo tten  e ith e r , fo r Frederick 
Hawkins presented a scho larly  discussion  of "Shakspere Calc] in  
B lac k frla rs ."  In f in e , the  Round Table gave the reader a  se r ie s  of 
h is to r ic a l ,  c r i t i c a l ,  or humorous a r t i c l e s  on the th e a tre , w ritten  
by men and women generally  well known in th e ir  respec tive  f ie ld s .
Next came the  second of the  " P o r tra i ts ,"  the  subject th i s  
time being Henry Irv ing . "The most popular tragedian  of our time 
liv e s  in  a busy West-end thoroughfare, w ithin easy d istance of club­
land ,"  began the w rite r c h a t t i ly ,  and then described the  contents of 
the a c to r 's  "favourite  room." Irv ing  fans who were u n se ttled  to  read 
th a t th e ir  ido l lived  amidst "a scene of confusion," probably found 
consolation in  being assured th a t i t  was "not without a c e r ta in  charm 
of i t s  own." From a d escrip tion  of the  room, the  w rite r went on to  
d iscuss I rv in g 's  a c tin g ."  . . . Genius of a high order belongs to  the 
subject of th i s  hasty  ske tch ,"  he assured h is  read ers . (August, 1878, 
43-44)
The Theatre a lso  contained f ic t io n .  "The Day H ill Come," a 
th re e -p a rt novelette  by Joseph Hatton, a popular w rite r of the  day, 
began in the  f i r s t  issu e . However, the  l i t e r a r y  q u a lity  of th i s ,  and 
subsequent p ieces of l i t e r a tu r e ,  was decidedly second-rate . The p lo ts
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vere melodramatic; the themes sentim ental; and the  s ty le  commonplace. 
One possib le  reason—but only one—fo r the mediocre q u a lity  of The 
Theatre* s f ic t io n  i s  th a t an a sso c ia tio n —tenuous though i t  might be— 
seemingly had to  be made with the th e a tre . Hence, Hatton la id  the 
scene of h is  novele tte  in "Pendleton*s Gulch, Nevada," but managed to  
make h is  heroine an a c tre s s , though only a p layer of a " th ird - ra te  
p a r t ."  (August, 1878, 45-53) Hatton a lso  contributed a f ic t io n a l  
sketch in  the  Round Table, likew ise of doubtful l i te r a ry  m erit.
(August, 1878, 29-33)
Five columns, e n ti t le d  re sp ec tiv e ly , En Passant, At the Play, 
Echoes from the Green Room, Books, and Scraps, completed the magazine. 
En Passant consisted  of a s e r ie s  of paragraphs, many dealing  with the 
personal l i f e  of th e a tre  people, including managers, d ram atists , musi­
c ian s , a c to rs , and a c tre s se s . One such paragraph in the  August issue 
d isc losed  th a t  Madame P a tti  and her husband were both seeking d ivorces, 
with h a lf  of the  s in g e r 's  fo rtune a t stake; another revealed the pro­
v is io n s  of the la te  Charles Mathews' w ill; o thers recorded the deaths 
of various stage p e rs o n a li t ie s . A dditionally , there  were items about 
Mark Twain, John Payne C o llie r , and Sarah Bernhardt, among o thers .
At the Play was subdivided in to  sections e n ti t le d  In London; In 
the  Provinces; In P a ris ; in Vienna; In  B erlin ; In Munich; In Rome; In 
Milan; In New York; In Sap Francisco; and In A u s tra lia . The th e a tr ic a l  
h ig h lig h ts  of the  month in  each of these  c i t i e s  were inform ally 
chronicled , apparen tly  by a local correspondent. None of these rep o rts  
was signed, however. From Vienna, fo r  example, came news of the  "un­
usual" d u lln ess  of the th e a tr ic a l  season, whereas from P a ris , came 
tid in g s  th a t  th e  th e a tre s  there  were "reaping a golden h a rv e s t."  Some
10
of the  remarks were c r i t i c a l  ra th e r than d e sc r ip tiv e . The London cor­
respondent d e a lt severely with a c e rta in  manager fo r  allowing "h is 
stage to  be disgraced by the  production of a  play which, aiming to  in ­
te r e s t  the  lowest c la ss  of audience, would, by reason of i t s  u t te r  
im b ecility , be soundly h issed  a t the  V ic to ria  or the East of London.” 
(August, 1878, 66)
Echoes from the Green Room was a column very much lik e  the  one 
c a lled  En Passant, except th a t i t s  e n tr ie s  were much Bhorter, though 
no le ss  "newsy.” Madame P a t t i ’s f in an c ia l a f f a i r s  again proved i r ­
r e s i s t ib ly  a t t r a c t iv e ,  fo r here we learn  th a t  of the  140,000 pounds th e  
s ta r  had earned since her marriage, 76,000 had been spent, and the re ­
mainder was in  the  hands of her husband. A few more "echoes” w ill su f­
f ic e  to  give the  reader an idea of th e ir  f lav o r and scope.
Mr. Max Strakosch haB been proceeded against fo r breach 
of promise of m arriage. The p la in t i f f  i s  a young m il­
l in e r  named Mary Smedley, who s ta te s  th a t he promised 
in  1875 to  marry her, but la te ly  broke h is  word, fo r  the 
reason th a t  he was a Jew and she was a C h ris tian . This 
inconceivable baseness caused her "great nervous p ro s tra ­
t io n ,"  and Bhe claims $10,000 as damages. Mr. Strakosch 
was a rre s te d , but having found b a i l  s ta r te d  fo r England.
(August, 1878, 82-83)
The f i r s t  anniversary dinner a t the Green-Room Club 
was held on the 7th u l t .  a t  the Zoological Gardens, 
under the  presidency of th e  Duke of Beaufort. Nearly 
a hundred members were p resen t. There was but one draw­
back to  the  enjoyment of the  evening. The singers were 
f a r  from e f f ic ie n t .  I t  i s  understood, however, th a t 
they were engaged a t the  instance of Mr. Sothern.
(August, 1878,. 81)
I t  1b believed th a t before long a dramatic version 
of Carmen w ill be produced in London. (August, 1878, 83)
C learly , the  re ticen ce  of the V ictorians did  not extend to  th e i r  
Journalism.
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As i t s  t i t l e  vould suggest, Books was a section  devoted to  re ­
views of books, a l l  of which were r e s t r ic te d  to  the sub ject of the 
drama. Here again, the connection was Inclined a t  tim es to  be tenuous; 
a volume of poems unrela ted  to  the th e a tre , but w ritten  by th e  American 
drama c r i t i c ,  "Mr. W inter,” and dedicated to  the  ac to r, Joseph J e f fe r ­
son, was Included among the se lec tio n s  reviewed. Those w riting  the 
no tices remained anonymous, th e ir  passion fo r anonymity extending even 
to  th e ir  treatm ent of c e r ta in  au tho rs. Nowhere In the  review of 
W inter’s book Is  h is  f i r s t  name mentioned, nor Is  th a t of another au­
thor known only a s  "Mr. Gilman.11 This oversight would seem to  have 
lessened the  value of the  reviews, and perhaps th i s  was recognized, fo r 
in  la te r  Issues during Hawkins' tenure , books reviewed were fu l ly  docu­
mented. The review ers, however, clung tenaciously  to  th e ir  own 
anonymity.
The la s t  column, Scraps, consisted  of two Items of h is to r ic a l  
In te re s t ,  the  f i r s t  concerning new fa c ts  about a map mentioned in  a 
Shakespearian p lay , the second giving a copy of a 1793 p la y -b l l l .
There were no advertisem ents in  th is  maiden Issue, but the 
September number contained four pages of them, large ly  devoted to  The 
Theatre i t s e l f .  The "photographic p o r t r a i ts  of a d istingu ished  a c tre s s  
and a c to r” were prominently featured  as an a t t r a c t io n .  Then came 
"opinions of the  p re ss” with d ire c t quotations therefrom . Judging 
from these  se lec ted  p ress comments, The Theatre was very favorably 
received . P a rtic u la r  a tte n tio n  was called  to  the excellence of the 
Woodbury-process p o r t r a i t s  and to  the  high q u a lity  of the  con tribu tions 
in  the  magazine. The Figaro pronounced the  f i r s t  issue "a c a p ita l  
number," and the  Brighton Standard found i t  "a w ell-d igested  compendium
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of the h is to ry  of the stage, dram atic and ly r ic ."  (September, 1878, 
11- 111)
Further and more re l ia b le  evidence of the success of the  f i r s t  
number can be found a t the  end of th e  October, 1878, issu e , where the 
re p rin tin g  of the  f i r s t  number i s  announced. More and d iffe re n t 
"opinions of the  p ress"  were quoted, th a t  of The Porcupine being of 
some s ig n ifican ce .
The Theatre [ sic] In i t s  new form has made a decided 
h i t ,  and we a re  not surprised  to  hear th a t there  i s  some 
d if f ic u lty  in  supplying th e  demand fo r I t .  The v iv ac ity , 
humour, sarcasm, lucid  reasoning, and p leasing  chat which 
d istingu ished  No. 1 are  found to  run through No. 2. . . .
(October, 1878, lv)
Kith I t s  second number, the form and arrangement of the 
p e rio d ica l became f a i r ly  well c ry s ta l liz e d . A few changes among the 
f i r s t  fea tu res  were made, but the  basic  form of the magazine was re ­
ta in ed . The th ree  lead a r t i c le s ,  s t i l l  unsigned, were Incorporated 
under the  heading of "The Watch Tower." Very l ik e ly  the  ed ito r him­
s e lf  was responsib le  fo r  th is  sec tio n , inasmuch a s  h is  personal opinions 
seem to  be re f le c te d  In the s ty le  and sub ject m atter. Thus an a r t i c le  
on the p ro h ib itiv e  co sts  of going to  the th ea tre  concluded with the  
follow ing observation:
As I t  I s ,  no one can, except a young bachelor, frequent 
the th e a tre  fo r  h is  amusement who I s  not e ith e r  very 
comfortably o f f ,  or re la te d  to  an acting-manager, or 
b lessed  with very p rim itiv e  t a s te .  That th is  should be 
so i s  a  p ity , and I t  w ill  be a s t i l l  g rea te r p i ty  I f  the 
tendency Increases, fo r  i t  w ill , from a l l  po in ts  of view, 
be a bad day fo r  the  stage when the bulk of I t s  support 
comes from th e  g a lle ry  and the  s t a l l s .
(September, 1878, 102-103)
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The column e n ti t le d  Scraps vas dropped beginning v lth  the  
second IsBue. In th e  column At the Play, the  number of re p o rts  from 
th e  various cen ters of dramatic a c t iv i ty  varied  from month^to month.
An In Madrid section  vas added to  i t .  In November, 1878, a  short 
s to ry  appeared in  a new section  ca lled  F eu ille to n . The po licy  of 
running a s e r ia l  was discontinued upon the  completion of th e  f i r s t  one. 
The column Books was renamed L ite ra tu re , but did not appear every month. 
With the  s lig h t changes described above the form and arrangement of The 
Theatre were maintained through the  December, 1879, number, the laBt 
under Hawkins' e d ito rsh ip .
In summary, during Hawkins' period qf o ff ic e  the  f ic t io n  was 
mediocre, but the n o n -fic tio n  was of considerably higher c a lib re . The 
co n trib u to rs  to  the Round Table continued to  be men and women of some 
rep u ta tio n  in  th e ir  own tim e, and in  the case of some, in  ours. Among 
those who wrote fo r the  magazine might be mentioned: Henry Irv ing ; Tom
Taylor; E. L. Blanchard; Arthur Hallam; Bronson Howard; F. C. Burnand;
W. Dcvsaport Adams; Henry J .  Byron; W. S. G ilbert; John Hollingshead;
Moy Thomas; Dutton Cook; Ju les C la re tie ; and J . Palgrave Simpson.
This l i s t  includes d ram atists , c r i t i c s ,  a c to rs , and managers. The Round 
Table section  became even more in te re s tin g  when i t  included, as i t  did 
occasionally , a symposium on a con troversia l sub jec t, w ith con tribu tions 
from a v a rie ty  of In te re s ted  p a r t ie s .  In December, 1879, the  top ic  fo r  
d iscussion  was the  proper In te rp re ta tio n  of the character of Shylock 
in The Merchant of Venice. Heated symposium comment was aroused on 
another occasion by the subject of "new" and "o rig in a l"  p lay s . (A pril, 
1879, 157-160) These discussions provide valuable in s ig h t in to  the 
charac ter of V ic to rian  thought.
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"Captain" Clement Scott Assumes "Command":
January, 1880, through December, 1889
Without any advance notice whatsoever, the  January Issue of 
The Theatre came out under the  d ire c tio n  of a new e d ito r , Clement 
Scott, and w ith a  new s u b t i t le  Ind ica tive  of th e  p e r io d ic a l’s enlarged 
scope, "A Monthly Review of the Drama, Music, and the  Pine A rts."
Unlike the  r e t i r in g  Mr. Hawkins, Scott placed h is  name as e d ito r In 
th e  masthead. With the change in  e d ito rs  a "New Series" of The Theatre 
began, the  volume numbers s ta r t in g  with "I" again . Bach volume covered 
s ix  months.
Clement William Scott was probably the beBt known of th e  men who 
ed ited  The T heatre . A man who had always been In te rested  in  the stage, 
Scott served a s  drama c r i t i c  fo r The D ally Telegraph from 1871 to  1898, 
and concurrently In 1893, was a lso  the c r i t i c  fo r  the Observer. A fter 
h is  s t in t  fo r th e  l a t t e r ,  he served a s  c r i t i c  fo r  th e  I l lu s tr a te d  
London News, a t  the same time re ta in in g  h is  post with The D ally Tele­
graph. Scott was the leading drama c r i t i c  of h is  day, with the power
4
to  exert an ex traord inary  Influence over the  general pub lic . Mrs. 
Clement Scott w rite s  somewhat p e rfe rv id ly :
His love and passionate  worship fo r the  stage was [s ic ]
Indeed so powerful th a t he compelled a tte n tio n  whenever 
he wrote about I t ,  and created an enthusiasm which became 
not only contagious but in fec tio u s—and h is  following 
grew, u n t i l  he abso lu te ly  voiced pub lic  opinion a s  re ­
gards th in g s dram atical.
^D ictionary of N ational B ibliography. Second Supplement, I I I ,  
ed. S ir  Sidney Lee (London: Smith Blder and Co., 1912), 276-277.
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. . . And nine hundred and ninety tim es out of 
every thousand h is  ’’fo llow ers” declared h is  Judg­
ment to  be t h e i r s .5
C. L. Hind, who was not ’’everything th a t  a loyal blographer-wldow
should b e ,” acknowledged: "No other dram atic c r i t i c  has ever wielded
the power of Clement S c o tt .”
Scott was not only a c r i t i c ,  but a lso  a d ram atis t. He adapted
a number of French plays fo r the  Bngllsh stage, among which were Off
the  Line, taken from a French fa rc e , and The Vicarage, based upon Octave
F e u l l le t ’s Le V illag e . In co llabo ra tion  w ith B. C. Stephenson, he
adapted Sardou’s Nos In tlm es. giving I t  the  t i t l e  P e r i l , and Sardou’s
Dora, c a llin g  I t  Diplomacy. The two adapters wrote under the pseudonyms
of ”Bolton Rowe and S ev ille  Rowe.” In la te r  years Scott co llaborated
with the  actor-manager Wilson B arre tt to  w rite  S is te r  Mary.
Scott I s  c red ited  w ith helping to  gain popular acceptance of the 
7
dramas of Tom Robertson and fo r  helping to  e s ta b lish  a picturesque
O
s ty le  of dram atic c r itic ism  fo r  the newspaper. S c o tt 's  " f i r s t  n igh t” 
c ritic ism s  were published In h is  paper the very next morning, and were 
widely read . Hind says:
I always bought The Dally Telegraph a f te r  an Important 
f i r s t  n ig h t. Thousands did likew ise . "What does Clemmy 
say?” was the  cu rren t question of the morning among my
^Margaret Clement Scott (Mrs. Clement S c o tt) , Old Days In 
Bohemian London (New York: Frederick A. Stokes Co., 1919), p . 7.
®C. Lewis Hind, More Authors and I (London: John Lane
The Bodley Head L td ., 1922), p . 253.
7Lowe, o£. c l t . . p . 292.
^D.N.B. . op. c l t . . p . 377. See a lso  The T heatre . A pril, 1897,
p . 197.
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fr ie n d s  who were In te re sted  In the th e a tre . . . .
"The p ro fessio n ,"  as fo r some reason or another 
I t  was termed, was always much concerned as to  
what Clement Scott would say .9
Today we probably remember Scott—If  a t a l l —fo r h is  review of Ib sen ’s 
Ghosts, a p lay which he characterized  as "a wretched, dep lorab le , loa th ­
some h is to r y ."
Under the new e d ito r  The Theatre changed in  form and conten t, 
although f a r  from com pletely. Whereas the size of i t s  pages remained 
the  same, the  size  of the p r in t was reduced considerably . With respect 
to  content, the  symposium which had been Irreg u la rly  appearing as a p a rt 
of the  Round Table was promoted to  be th e  lead a r t i c l e .  Then followed 
signed a r t i c l e s  on a v a r ie ty  of su b jec ts  ranging from pantomime to  
"Growls from a P layw right." These were sim ilar in  both s ty le  and 
length to  those which had been a p a rt of the old Round Table. The high 
c a lib re  of w rite rs  was generally  m aintained. The p o r t r a i t s  with th e i r  
accompanying sketches remained unchanged as f a r  a s  the  f i r s t  issue was 
concerned. Nor was any improvement in  the q u a lity  of the f ic t io n  
p e rc ep tib le .
I t  was in  the  m atter of p lay  reviews th a t Scott made the most 
ra d ic a l changes. Now there  was conplete coverage of the  p lays pro­
duced in  London, a l l  of th e  London reviews being co llec ted  in  a sec tion  
e n ti t le d  Our Play-Box. Bach p lay was reviewed in d iv id u a lly , and a t  the 
head of every notice the  follow ing data  were l is te d :  th e  t i t l e  of the
play; the  th e a tre ;  the  d a te  of performance; the type of p lay; the
9Hlnd, op. c l t . .  p . 255.
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au thor, who often  was fu rth e r Id en tified  by a l i s t in g  of the other 
plays he had w ritten ; and the e n tire  c a s t . This Inform ation, arranged 
In box fash ion , was followed by the review of the performance, the 
length of the commentary varying with the p lay . Bach of the reviews 
was signed or In i t ia le d .
T hea trica l a f f a i r s  in P aris In S c o tt 's  f i r s t  issue were 
chronicled In a column ca lled  The Gay C ity over the signature of "The 
Bald-Headed Man." The w rite r made a d is t in c t  attem pt to  be chatty , 
gay, and In tim ate . "I am a flan eu r, a lazy cosmopolitan Id le r ,"  he con­
fided c o s ily . (January, 1880, 44-46)
Yet another attem pt a t the lig h t and humorous was made by the 
person who wrote about the drama In B erlin . The w rite r , however, 
tended toward whimsy, fo r h is  column, T hea trica l Notes from B erlin , 
was signed "Hofrath Schneider's Ghost." Commenting on B e r lin 's  en thusi­
asm fo r Adelina P a t t i ,  the "Ghost" remarked, "I haunt a commercial 
councillo r who does not know one note from another, but who paid 91.
[ sic] fo r  a front-row  s t a l l  to see and hear her in 'G re tch en .'"
(January, 1880, 47-48)
Musical productions In Condon were reviewed by S. Carmichael 
In a column e n ti t le d  Our Muslcal-Box. In I t  were b r ie f  comments on 
operas, concerts, and music published.
Books and magazine a r t i c l e s  were covered in  a section  marked 
Our Book-Shelf. These d ea lt In some way with the drama, music, or the 
f in e  a r t s ,  and each review was signed or In i t ia le d .
The ed ito r him self probably wrote the column e n tit le d  Our 
Omnlbus-Box. In I t ,  Scott scorned the use of the " e d ito r ia l  we," and 
Instead o ften  expressed him self in  the f i r s t  person. Our Omnibus-
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Box contalnod b r ie f  no tations on a  v a rie ty  of su b jec ts , most of them 
p e rta in in g  to  the stage, music, or the f in e  a r t s .  Among other th in g s , 
the f i r s t  Our Omnibus-Box reported th a t Mr. Ruskin had found the im­
personation of Shylock a t  the  Lyceum " ’noble, tender, and t r u e 1"; th a t 
"they do not le t  g rass grow under th e ir  fe e t  in  Glasgow"; th a t "with 
the  aid of the [Aromatic] Ozonizer the d u lle s t  room i s  f i l l e d  with 
perfumes, and the mind wanders to  de lic ious c lim ates ."  (January, 1880, 
63-64) Gone, however, were the gossipy l i t t l e  t id b i t s  so charac ter­
i s t i c  of .the old Bchoes from the Green Room and of En Passant, columns 
which Our Omnibus-Box had rep laced .
Not the le a s t  in te re s tin g  p o rtio n s  of th e  Omnibus-Box were the 
personal opinions expressed by the  f ie ry  .editor h im self. In h is  f i r s t  
column Scott vehemently denounced, an essay which had appeared in  Black­
wood’s Magazine "on account of th e  mingled narrowness and absurd ity  
of i t s  views." Commenting on the  essay’s "personal a ttac k  upon 
favou rite  a c tre s se s ,"  he concluded sweeplngly, "Everything Indeed in  
the paper i s  in the  worst t a s te ,  and the  whole i s  not le s s  unmanly 
than o ffensive ."  This was merely a prelim inary statem ent, however, 
fo r Scott tended to  be d iscu rs iv e , not to  say immoderate. A fter cen­
suring the Blackwood’s e ssa y is t fo r  h is  "sneer" a t  newspaper dram atic 
reviews, Scott then proceeded to  take issue  with h is  opponent fo r  h is  
c r it ic ism  of Sarah Bernhardt and a lso  of E llen T erry ’s performance of 
P o rtia . "The foo lish ly-belauded ’Noctes Ambrosianae’ contained, prob­
ably a s  much wild wandering ta lk  as could be sa fe ly  tran sfe rred  to  
paper, but 'never aught lik e  t h i s , '"  Scott averred. (January, 1880, 
62-63)
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"To the  la s t  bone In th e i r  bodies Jo u rn a lis ts  were f ig h te rs  
In the Clement Sco tt days. Talk about floods of Ink—why there were 
oceans of 'b e s t b lue-b lack ' splashed about, they drenched themselves 
In  i t , "  said  Mrs. Clement S c o tt .10 Indeed her husband did seem to  
have an overwhelming p ro c liv ity  fo r  these Jo u rn a lis tic  ink baths. 
W riting about Ur. Scott In 1899, Uax Beerbohm observed:
Hot water has been, and s t i l l  I s ,  h is  na tu ra l element.
His l i f e  has been a d isso lv ing  view of scrimmages, and 
I t  i s  amusing to  note how naively unconscious he Is  
th a t the cause of h is  tro u b les  l ie s  merely in  h im se lf.11
I t  was hard ly  lik e ly  th a t Sco tt—passionate , pugnacious, and 
pertinac ious—could avoid making h is  impetuous p erso n ality  f e l t  In h is  
magazine. Motivated by a love fo r  acting , and a d esire  fo r "whole­
some" drama, Scott prided him self upon h is  honesty; and even those he 
opposed acknowledged h is  s in c e r i ty , though they o ften  deplored h is  
Intemperance of w ritin g . "He i s  generally  in  the wrong . . . »  but he
1 PI s  never du lly  In the wrong," declared Beerbohm. And there  were 
enough b a t t le s  fought w ithin the  pages of The Theatre to  keep readers 
entranced. About some of these con troversies more w ill be said la te r  
on.
Speaking from the  February, 1880, Omnibus-Box, Scott thanked 
h is  fr ien d s  fo r  th e i r  "kind appreciation  and generous sympathy"— 
why "sympathy," one wonders—and expressed h is  apprecia tion  of th e ir
^M argaret Clement S co tt, op. c l t . . p. 23.
11Max Beerbohm, Around Theatres (London: Rupert Hart-Davis, 
1953), p . 46.
12Ib ld .,  p . 46.
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l e t t e r s  Ind ica ting  th e i r  approval of The T heatre . The e d ito r then 
went on to  a r t ic u la te  h is  po licy  fo r  the p e rio d ic a l. The new s e r ie s  
had been introduced to  the readers without p refa to ry  remarks in  order 
th a t  "the fresh  scheme might speak fo r i t s e l f . ” He promised to  exert 
a l l  energy to  ”make The Theatre both in te re s tin g  to  the  reader, and 
u se fu l as  a record to  the th e a tr ic a l  s tu d e n t.” He admitted th a t  h is  
idea of ”a magazine of popular a r t  and c r i t ic is m ” was not yet brought 
to  p e rfec tio n , however. He pledged him self to  compile ”a complete and 
exhaustive index" every s ix  months, thus' providing a compendium of 
h is to r ic  events in  the th e a tre . Readers were urged to  con tribu te  "notes, 
memoranda and curious f a c ts ” re la te d  to  the stage. The p ic tu re s , re ­
garded as a h is to r ic a l  record of the  "best" a c to rs  and a c tre s se s , were 
to  be continued, with the promise of a forthcoming "p erfec tly  novel 
p lan ” fo r  th e ir  continuance. Apologies were tendered fo r  the  poor 
q u a lity  of the  p resen t m onth's photographs—"an unfortunate s t r e s s  of 
w in ter, dark days, and interm inable fogs" being the excuses o ffe red . 
(February, 1880, 125)
In a subsequent paragraph Scott described the  p ra c tic e  of l i s t in g  
the complete cast and other data about a performance along with the  
c r it iq u e  as the  re tu rn  to  an old custom of the previous century . ". . . 
I t  i s  p leasan t to  suggest an idea so simple even to  old-fashioned and 
in to le ra n t people ," he added c ry p tic a lly . (February, 1880, 127)
I t  i s  c e r ta in ly  d i f f ic u l t  to  determine whether Scott ever suc­
ceeded in  p erfec tin g  h is  p lans fo r a "magazine of popular a r t  and 
c r i t ic is m ."  Unlike Hawkins, he never seemed to  a rr iv e  a t  a scheme he 
could use fo r  any length of tim e. Columns appeared fo r  a time and
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then suddenly disappeared, not to  re tu rn  again. The two most con­
s ta n t elements during S c o tt 's  ten years as ed ito r were the columns 
c a lled  Our Play-Box and Our Omnlbus-Box. Bven In Our Play-Box c e rta in  
changes were made. Occasionally I t  did not appear a t  a l l .  From 
November, 1882, on, reviews ceased to  be signed co n s is ten tly , and the 
e d ito r eventually  con tribu ted  few review s. In the ea rly  days of the 
Scott regime, the signature  "C.S." had appeared frequen tly  a t the  end 
of the  Play-Box reviews. The May, 1884, Omnlbus-Box announced th a t 
henceforth recen t productions not considered "Important enough" to  be 
placed In Our Play-Box would be "b r ie f ly  mentioned here fo r  fu tu re  
re fe ren ce ."  Thus, Our Play-Box came to  be an Incomplete record and 
review of London dramatic productions from month to  month. However, 
a new co lum n .firs t appearing In February, 1886, and th e re a f te r  a regu­
la r  monthly fe a tu re , did f i l l  some of th e  gaps l e f t  by the  revised 
po licy  fo r  the  Play-Box. This column l is te d  In chronological order 
the  new plays and rev iv a ls  produced resp ec tiv e ly  in  London, In the 
provinces, and In P a ris . The type of p lay , the  f u l l  name of the au tho r, 
and th ea tre  were o ther d e ta i l s  given.
Moreover, Our Play-Box very occasionally  p rin ted  reviews which 
had f i r s t  been published elsewhere. Hence in  November, 1882, the r e ­
view of Much Ado about Nothing was taken from an unnamed source, with 
th e  follow ing no tation  In b rackets:
I make no apology fo r  republish ing  th is  essay— 
f i r s t ,  because I have some f a i th  in  early  impres­
sions, notw ithstanding what I s  sa id  to  th e  con­
tr a ry , and secondly, because i t  I s  convenient 
occasionally  to  preserve from u t te r  d es tru c tio n  




Though the review was unsigned, I t  was probably S c o tt 's  review from 
The Dally Telegraph. A review by the  la te  Dutton Cook was rep rin ted  
In Our Play-Box with S c o t t 's  no tation  th a t  " th is  essay w ill have 
h is to r ic a l  in te re s t  In  the years to  come, and I desire  to  preserve 
i t . "  (October, 1883, 202-204) A review of Frou-Frou consisted  almost 
wholly of the  opinions of the  "clever c r i t i c  of the 'O b serv er.'"
(Ju ly , 1881, 44-45)
The column e n ti t le d  Our Muslca 1-Box ceased to  function  fo r a 
tim e, When I t  reappeared In August of 1881, the reviews and comments 
were signed by William Beatty-Kingston, a prominent jo u rn a lis t .  Ac­
cording to  The Theatre he was the "only Englishman a liv e  who i s  a 
Knight Commander of both the  Royal o rders of Roumania—the 'S ta r ' and 
the  'Crown!!" (November, 1884, 263) Beatty-Kingston remained with 
the magazine u n t i l  December, 1886, and was succeeded f i r s t  by "Clavi­
chord" and then by Hermann Klein. For almost a year the  column fa ile d
13to  appear, and the music no tices became a p a rt of the Omnlbus-Eox.
Then Our Musical-Eox resumed, but I r re g u la r ly , from July , 1889, on.
The Muslcal-Eox reviewed the important concerts, grand opera, comic 
opera, and music published. In ad d itio n , there were comments on 
m usicians and musical events. The thoroughness with which a l l  these 
were covered showed considerable v a ria tio n , however. Throughout the 
years of S c o tt 's  e d ito rsh ip , the f in e  a r t s  were given cursory a tte n tio n , 
and th a t  ir re g u la r ly . Our P o r tfo lio , a column reviewing pa in tin g s on 
curren t exh ib ition , ran  in  February and March, 1880. From December,
l^ ro m  September, 1888, through June, 1889.
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1888, through August, 1889, H. L. Colllnson reviewed the  new a r t  
ex h ib its  In A Glance a t the G a lle rie s . When these columns were not 
running, the a r t  no tices were Included In Our Omnlbus-Box, appearing 
In te rm itten tly , however. In view of I t s  s u b t i t le ,  "A Monthly Review 
of the  Drama, Music, and the Fine A rts,"  I t  I s  reasonable to  suggest 
th a t  with regard to  the f in e  a r t s ,  The Theatre did not co n sis ten tly  
liv e  up to  expectations.
Books, to o , were reviewed Irre g u la r ly . The column,Our Book­
sh e lf , which had appeared a t In te rv a ls , had disappeared a lto g e th e r by 
October, 1880. T hereafter, books were mentioned In the Omnlbus-Box 
or Musical-Box columns, or I f  Important enough, were discussed In a 
fea tu re  a r t i c l e .  Frederick Moy Thomas, fo r example, reviewed two 
books In a ra th e r  lengthy a r t i c l e  on "Recent T hea trica l L ite ra tu re ."  
(January, 1888, 24-31) Readers, then, who wished reviews of a l l  books 
published on the drama, music, or the a r t s ,  had to  look elsewhere fo r 
th i s  se rv ice .
F ic tion  In The Theatre waB reg u la rly  fea tu red , and Included 
poetry , much of i t  composed by the ed ito r; short s to r ie s ;  s e r ia ls ;  
and p ieces w ritten  fo r r e c i ta t io n . The la t te r  were apparently  In de­
mand fo r r e c i ta l s  and other occasions. Clement S c o tt 's  "The Midnight 
Charge" was re c ite d  by the a c to r , Charles Warner, a t  the  Adelphl 
Theatre "the night before the Grand Review of the Egyptian Troops by 
Her Majesty in  S t. James Park." (December, 1882, 350-352) The 
po licy  of publishing s to r ie s  having some connection with the th ea tre  
continued to  p re v a il.
The p o r t r a i ts  which had been an outstanding a t t r a c t io n  from the 
inception of the monthly, caused the ed ito r some measure of concern.
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Scott had previously  mentioned th a t Inclement weather had a ffec ted  
the  q u a lity  of th e  photographs. He a lso  had complaints from d is ­
s a t is f ie d  customers. A reader from Sheffield  threatened to  cancel 
h is  subscrip tion  un less Scott could give him—according to  Scott—
"two photographs fo r  a s h i l l in g —photographs th a t  cost two sh illin g s  
apiece In the shops." Scott rep lied  in these words:
-'Well, t a s te s  d i f f e r ,  and our growing subscrip tion  
l i s t  proves th a t  I am r ig h t  and the  S heffie lder is  
wrong, who may be a very sharp person, but must Per­
mit me to  know my business b e tte r  than he does.'
Besides the  weather and d isg run tled  read ers , Scott had to  con­
tend with the a lle g a tio n s  of r iv a l  th e a tr ic a l  p u b lica tio n s, fo r he 
found i t  necessary to  a sse r t  "fo r the  thousandth time" th a t  the a c to rs  
and a c tre s se s  were not paying to  have th e ir .p ic tu re s  taken fo r  the 
magazine. (Ju ly , 1886, 56) Moreover, some of the a c to rs  and a c tre s se s  
could not o r would not comply with requests to  s i t  fo r  p o r t r a i t s .
Notably re lu c ta n t was Mrs. Kendal, whose note of re fu sa l to  s i t  fo r her 
p ic tu re  was reproduced in  Our Omnlbus-Box. The e d ito r added th a t fu rth e r  
comment was "u se less ."  (January, 1887, 50) He had apparently  over­
looked the fa c t th a t  in  the  recen t past The Theatre had severely  r e p r i ­
manded the  a c tre s s  fo r  making c e r ta in  statem ents about the  drama which 
the  magazine had considered highly  detrim en tal to  the  s tag e . (October, 
1884, 165-171; February, 1885, 92-94) While Scott might have fo r ­
go tten , very possib ly  Mrs. Kendal had not.
l 4The Theatre. August, 1880, p . 126. Scott a lso  reported  
another re a d e r 's  d is s a t is fa c tio n  with the p o r t r a i t s  in  the  January, 
1881, Our Omnlbus-Box, p . 58.
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To the  sing le  Woodbury-type photograph, Scott u sua lly  added 
a fu ll-page  pen and Ink drawing of a th ea tre  p e rso n a lity , fo r  the sub­
je c ts  of the  p ic tu re s  eventually  Included d ram atists  and c r i t i c s .
Both types of "p o r tra its "  were accompanied by sketches, u su a lly  bio­
graphical, with a l i s t in g  of the p a r ts  the person had played. The 
sketches were often  separated, however, from th e ir  photographs, in  
some instances being found in  the Omnibus-Box. Often, too, the por­
t r a i t s  were not e a s ily  id e n tif ia b le  since facsim ile  signa tu res of the 
sub jec ts  were used exclusively  with the  p ic tu re s . Handwriting then, 
a s  now, was not always le g ib le . The fa c t th a t the  biographical sketches 
were separated from the  p o r t r a i ts  merely added to  the Inconveniences 
mentioned. However, beginning in  1887, the names of those s i t t in g  fo r 
p o r t r a i ts  were p rin ted  below the photographs.
Moreover, while Mrs. Kendal and o thers might have been unco­
opera tive , a g ra tify in g  number of persons were not. In October, 1886, 
Scott was able to  p resen t with some pride the f i r s t  group p o r t r a i t  of 
the  c a s t of a current production, The Road to  Ruin a t  the Vaudeville 
T heatre. "Here, th e re fo re , our fr ie n d s  and subscribers gain seven 
p ic tu re s  Instead of two, and have, besides the fam ilia r  p o r t r a i ts ,  
an ' accurate  sketch of costume th a t w ill be valuable fo r study, and 
show how an old comedy was revived , played, and dressed in  1886," he 
e luc ida ted . (October, 1886, 231-232) Other group p o r t r a i ts  appeared 
th e re a f te r  from time to  time during S c o tt’s regime.
loThese were p r in ts  taken d ire c tly  from the negatives and were 
of a p a r t ic u la r ly  high q u a lity  of f in is h .  They were pasted on the 
page and were su itab le  fo r  fram ing.
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I t  is  in te re s tin g  to  note how frequen tly  Scott found i t  neces­
sary  to  remind h is  readers of the h is to r ic a l  value of the p o r t r a i t s .
In  November, 1887,. fo r in stance, he re -s ta te d , " I t  cannot be too widely 
o r em phatically known th a t  th is  magazine i s  i l lu s t r a te d  with p o r t r a i ts  
simply and so le ly  because, in  a f te r  years, these p ic tu re s  w ill be 
valuable in  determining the age, i t s  costume, manner, and general de­
portm en t.” (November, 1887, 284) Apparently, some of the doubters 
were hard to  convince.
Generally speaking, Scott gradually  reduced the number of fea tu re  
a r t i c l e s  to  the po in t where th ere  were only th ree  or four per number. 
These continued to  cover a v a rie ty  of su b je c ts , many of them running 
in  the form of a s e r ie s . Thus th e re  were s e r ie s  on the foyers of the  
French th e a tre s  in  the 1840’s by Charles Hervey; on various aspects of 
th e  contemporary French th e a tre  by Evelyn Je rro ld ; on R o ss i 's  in te rp re ­
ta t io n  of Shakespeare by William Beatty-Kingston; on "Mr. Henry I rv in g 's  
Second American Tour" by an unknown w rite r ; on famous English a c tre sse s  
of the p a s t by the  Honorable Lewis Wingfield; on old London th ea tre s  
by W. F. Waller; on "Popular P lays,"  by Walter Gordon; on " P i t t i te  
Memories," by Godfrey Turner; on "The Drury Lane Managers," by Percy 
F itzg e ra ld ; and on "F irs t Appearances? of noted p lay e rs , a lso  by 
F itz g e ra ld .
Single a r t i c l e s —c r i t i c a l ,  h is to r ic a l ,  b iograph ica l, ex eg e tlca l, 
d e sc r ip tiv e —ranged in  subject m atter from A ustralasian  drama (January, 
1887, 246-248) to  FBeecher's H istrio n ic  Power." (May, 1887, 246-248)
Many a r t i c le s  were on dramatic a c t iv i t ie s  in  fo reign  co u n tries . Among 
those h ith e r to  u n lis te d  who contributed  papers were: Henry Irv ing;
J .  T. Greln; Robert W. Lowe; J .  Palgrave Simpson; Dover Roberton;
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Joseph Knight; Professor Henry Morley; Lady Pollock; Dutton Cook;
Walter H erries Pollock; Frederick Hawkins; Genevieve Ward; G ilbert 
a Beckett; Austin Brereton, the a s s is ta n t  ed ito r of the magazine fo r 
some years; Kyrle Bellew; A. W. Pinero; Carl Armbruster; W. S. G ilbert; 
Herbert Beerbohm Tree; H. Savile Clarke; William Archer; Lewis C arro ll; 
George R. Sims; Walter Goodman; Kate Venning; William Henry Hudson; 
and H. Schutz Wilson. This l i s t  includes h is to r ia n s , p lay e rs , c r i t i c s ,  
Jo u rn a lis ts , au thors, and musicians of some repu te .
Not a l l  of the a r t ic le s  in  the p erio d ica l d e a lt with the  th e a tre , 
music, or the fine  a r t s .  These encompassed such incongru ities as lio n  
taming (October, 1889, 193-194); "A V is it to  Newgate” (February, 1882, 
95-100); and "The G irl Graduate." (November, 1883, 246-250) There were 
not many such papers, but s t i l l  i t  i s  d i f f ic u l t  to  see th e ir  place in 
a magazine of such announced specia lized  in te re s ts  as The T heatre.
The q u a lity  and value of the a r t ic le s  contributed to  The Theatre 
showed considerable v a ria tio n . Bearing in  mind S c o tt 's  strong sense 
of h is to ry , one sees th a t some of the a r t i c le s  to  which, presumably, 
p o s te r ity  could tu rn  fo r enlightenm ent, were published without com­
p le te  d a ta . An a r t i c le  by Charles Hervey on "The F i r s t  Night of 'La 
Dame Aux Camellas [ s i c ] '"  fa i le d  to  give the date of the h is to r ic  event. 
(A pril, 1880, 208-210) A fea tu re  a r t ic le  about two volumes w ritten  
by "Mr. and Mrs. B ancroft," f a i le d  to  fu rn ish  the reader with the 
t i t l e ,  f u l l  names of the au tho rs, and the p u b lisher. (May, 1888, 250- 
255)
One wonders, too , how much Scott ed ited  some of the contribu­
t io n s . Many of the  lengthy papers tended to  ramble. A seven-page 
paper by Brereton purporting to  be on "The Drama in  New York," began
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with a lengthy d esc rip tio n  of the t r ip  across the A tlan tic  and the  
a u th o r 's .tra n sp o r ta tio n  d i f f i c u l t i e s  a f te r  h is  a r r iv a l  in  Hew York. 
(January, 1884, 24-31) O ccasionally, the  w r ite rs ' id iosyncracies of 
s ty le  and organization  hindered the c le a r  p resen ta tion  of th e i r  
m ate ria l. The se r ie s  on "The Old Houses” by W. F. Waller suffered
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from these  shortcomings. Not a l l  of the  a r t i c le s  attem pting to  be 
scho larly  were successfu lly  so. George Tawse in  w ritin g  of "Charles 
Kean's 'W in te r 's  T a le '"  s ta te d , fo r  example, with reference to  the 
geographical d is lo ca tio n s  in  the  p lay , th a t Shakespeare's "universal 
genius ought to  have revealed to  him the geographical boundaries of 
the  many coun tries embraced in  h is  dramas." (February, 1888, 61) 
Questionable too , i s  Percy F itz g e ra ld 's  comment on Davenant and 
K llllgrew  as "somewhat ted ious f ig u re s , reappearing again and again 
lik e  the  supers in a stage army"—th is ,  in a h is to r ic a l  account of the 
Drury Lane managers. (February, 1887, 79) L astly , some a r t i c le s  
were exceedingly su p e rf ic ia l  in  th e ir  an a ly sis  and treatm ent of sub­
jec t m atter. An a r t ic le  on "Playgoers," by L ita  Smith (A pril, 1889,
190-192) and one on "The G irl Graduate" may .be c ited  as h o rrib le  examples.
Marie C o re lli , basing her a r t i c le  upon her observations of one college 
graduate, had t h i s  to  say:
. . . While busied in  endeavouring to  master lo g ic ,
the woman-student has lo s t  her g rea t g i f t  of Nature— 
in s t in c t , and she measures th in g s by ru le  and p lan , 
not by th a t  wonderfully i l lo g ic a l  way of reasoning,
"I think so because I th ink  so ;"  a surmise which,
*6The se r ie s  began with the  A pril, 1881, number and continued 
through July , 1881.
29
absurd as i t  may seem a t  f i r s t  hearing , has proved, 
in nine cases out of te n , to  be c o rre c t, so re a lly  
g rea t a re  our n a tu ra l in s t in c ts  and presentim ents, 
and so t ru ly  narrow i s  our lo g ic .
(November, 1883, 247)
The great m ajority  of papers p rin ted  in The Theatre, on the 
other hand, were genuinely in te re s tin g  and valuab le . A rtic le s  running 
in the magazine o ften  had immediate in te re s t  fo r i t s  readers , inasr. 
much a s  they provided an exce llen t background fo r  stage productions 
ava ilab le  in  London a t th a t tim e. Hence,the coming of the  Melnlngen 
p layers was heralded by two a r t i c l e s  in the  June, 1881, number.
Readers were given two paperB on Wagnerian opera by Carl Armbruster, 
in  p reparation  fo r the approaching opera tic  season a t Drury Lane.
(A pril, 1882, 193-201; May, 1882, 273-280) A forthcoming Lyceum pro­
duction of Macbeth provided the stim ulus fo r an a r t ic le  in the  December, 
1888, number. However, a p e rcep tib le  number of a r t i c l e s  in  The Theatre 
concerned themselves with the  th ea tre  of the p a s t, ra th e r  than the con­
temporary stage. One wonders whether S c o tt 's  readers were bb much 
In te re s ted  in  the past as th e i r  ed ito r ev idently  was.
The Theatre can a lso  be commended fo r  running a r t i c l e s  supporting 
d if fe re n t sides of con troversia l Issues. Scott made h is  opinions known, 
to  be sure , but o thers who f e l t  d if fe re n tly  were a lso  asked to  c o n tr i­
bute th e ir  ideas. This i s  one of the  most valuable a sse ts  of th e  maga­
zine extending throughout i t s  l ife tim e . A case in  po in t i s  found in 
the Ju ly , 1889, number, in which there  were two reviews—one sym pathetic, 
the o ther unsympathetic—of Ib sen 's  A D o ll 's  House. Some of the  con­
tro v e rs ie s  w ill be taken up in  a la te r  chapter.
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Another innovation of S c o tt 's  deserves b r ie f  mention. Under 
h is  ed ito rsh ip  there  were more i l lu s t r a t io n s .  These Included pen and 
ink sketches of scenes and charac te rs  from curren t productions, and 
p ic tu re s  of th e a tre s  and important th ea tre  people. In January, 1881, 
fo r  instance, there  appeared a two-page spread of pen and ink drawings, 
showing scenes from the Drury Lane pantomime. The January, 1882, 
number devoted a f u l l  page to  pen and ink drawings of w0ur London 
Managers." Drawings such s b  these provide the  present-day student with 
valuable h is to r ic a l  d a ta . The student of costuming would a lso  find  
these  drawings most illum ina ting . The a r t i s t s '  names were not d isc losed . 
In th is  resp ec t, S c o tt’s expectations fo r  h is  magazine’ s usefu lness to  
p o s te r ity  seem to  have found fu lf il lm e n t. However, the  number of such 
i l lu s t r a t io n s  varied from year to  year. Some years were devoid of i l ­
lu s tra t iv e  m ateria l other than the Woodbury-type photographs.
That S c o tt 's  career as ed ito r of The Theatre was tu rb u len t can 
be c le a rly  seen from a study of h is  messages to h is  read e rs . These 
appear e ith e r  in  Our Omnibus-Box or as fea tu re  a r t i c l e s .  The readers 
were repeated ly  requested to  support The T heatre.
Friends seem to  th ink  th a t the  magazine i s  published 
fo r  g ra tu ito u s  d is tr ib u t io n , and i f  everyone In te re s ted  
in  the  Btage does not get a copy f re e , g r a t i s ,  and fo r 
nothing, th e  e d ito r i s  a stingy , old hunks. . . . Now, 
as everyone knows, you can get a copy of The Theatre 
fo r  a s h i l l in g .
(Ju ly , 1880, 60)
In November, 1880, the  e d ito r  found him self accused of p la g ia r­
ism. He declared , however, th a t  i t  had been a "pure acciden t"; th a t  
Indeed h is  in ten tio n s  had been e n tire ly  Innocent; th a t he was aggrieved 
th a t h is  accuser had not extended him "the courtesy of a prelim inary
31
explanation and mutual Interchange of c i v i l i t i e s . "  Under these circum­
stances he found i t  unnecessary to  apologize to  h is  accuser, although 
he "w illing ly" apologized to  the  other p a r t ie s  involved. (November, 
1880, 312-314) No apologies were tendered to  the  readers , however.
One wonders whether they would have heard about the Incident a t a l l  i f  
the gentlemanly am enities had been observed.
The lead a r t i c le  in  December, 1880, consisted of a message from 
Scott. The readers were Informed th a t th e ir  e d ito r had made "improve­
ments in s ty le  and design ," such a s  were compatible with "commercial 
considera tions."  With s a t is fa c tio n  Scott observed th a t h is  scheme fo r 
the reviewing of p lays, including the i l lu s t r a t io n s  and the c r i t i c s ' 
s ignatu res, had been widely copied by the newspapers. All were again 
reminded of the valuable record they were accumulating in  th e i r  copies 
of the  magazine, and were exhorted to re c ru it  the  support of th e ir  
f r ie n d s . Referring m etaphorically to  The Theatre as " th is  l i t t l e  
sh ip ,"  and to  him self as the  commander, Scott summarized as follow s:
The Journey has no doubt been rough, but the luck 
seems tu rn ing , and we s a i l  back to  po rt a t Chrlstmas- 
■ time none the worse fo r  our struggle  with wind and 
waves, and qu ite  prepared fo r a new expedition next 
year, outward bound.
(December, 1880, 319)
Cheered by the  fan l e t t e r  w ritten  by an e n th u s ia s tic  Irishman 
which was duly rep rin ted  in  Our Omnlbus-Box (February, 1881, 119-120), 
and by o ther tokens of apprecia tion , Scott was able to  make h is  next 
rep o rt to  h is  fo llow ers in  a more hopeful frame of mind. "The winning 
post i s  not yet reached, but we are  close  upon i t ,  and with another 
vigourous spurt I myself d o n 't  despair of v ic to ry ."  (Ju ly , 1881, 50)
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Yet, la te r  th a t same year, Scott became Involved in l i t ig a t io n .  
S co tt*b reasons were given as fo llow s: "Because I dared to  possess
The Theatre magazine, because I had the e ffro n te ry  to  do something in  
a humble way fo r  dram atic a r t ,  because I re s is te d  the  idea th a t  there  
i s  a monopoly in  dram atic l i t e r a tu r e ."  F u rther, he a sse rted  th a t  he 
was p a r t ic u la r ly  pained th a t an attem pt had been made to  blacken the 
rep u ta tio n  of The T heatre. Without s ta tin g  the  re a l  cause of the 
l i t ig a t io n ,  Scott reported  th a t he had gained Justice  fo r h im self.
A fter thanking frien d s  and subscribers fo r th e ir  expressions of t r u s t  
and confidence, he promised to  d iscuss "fu tu re  prospects of our Maga­
zine [ s i c ] " in the next month. (December, 1881, 379-380)
However, in the next number, the  e d ito r fa i le d  to  keep h is  
promise because he had to  "await 'tim e and the h o u ril"  (January, 1882, 
64) In A pril, 1882, Our Omnlbus-Box reported  th a t the case of Scott 
vs. Sampson had succeeded in e s tab lish in g  an Important p rin c ip le  in  the 
conduct of l ib e l  cases. Again, the d e ta i ls  of the  case were not d is ­
c losed . (May, 1882, 316)
In May, 1882—Scott was having a bad year of i t —the e d ito r  was 
forced to  defend a poem, "The Mldshlpmlte," which had f i r s t  been pub­
lished  in the magazine. An evening paper had censured the poem on 
grounds of i t s  poor ta s te  and bad p o e tica l s ty le . S c o tt 's  reac tio n  
was c h a ra c te r is t ic ;  he r e ta l ia te d  by quoting an excerpt from a poem 
which had appeared in th a t  paper, appending to  t h i s  some b r is t l in g  
comments on i t s  p o e tic a l s ty le .  (May, 1882, 316)
Those who were in terested , in  the  f in a l  outcome of the case of 
Scott v s. Sampson were a t  l a s t  rewarded. Sampson had re tra c te d  h is  
statem ents and had paid 1500 pounds in  damages, which sum Scott
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announced would be used In the In te re s ts  of the magazine ’’th a t a f te r  
a th ree  y ea rs’ strugg le  with winds and waves has f a i r ly  weathered the 
storm ." Accordingly, a new se r ie s  would s ta r t  In the ensuing year; 
and the  S heffielder had won o u t, fo r  two photographs were promised. 
Thus, a "fresh  career of u sefu lness , in te r e s t ,  and p rosperity"  .was the 
sanguine outlook fo r  The T heatre. (December, 1882, 321-323) In con­
clusion  Scott again so lic i te d  the support of the read ers , who must have 
responded loyally , since the e d ito r thanked them fo r  th e i r  " a l l  but 
unanimous p ra ise"  two months l a te r .  (February, 1883, 118)
Notwithstanding, the next message to  the readers confided th a t 
"a few weeks ago the v esse l. . . . was as near capsized as could pos­
s ib ly  be; but the captain  stuck to  h is  post and the o f f ic e rs  stuck to  
the  captain  with such lo y a lty  and endeavour th a t once more we fin d  our­
se lves m errily  s a ilin g  on an open sea ."  The cause of the n ear-d is­
a s te r—apparently pub lica tion  d i f f i c u l t i e s —had been removed. Scott 
promised to  be more "business-like"  in the fu tu re , but with no compro­
mise of "tactiCB or . . . p r in c ip le s ."  "I cannot believe th a t The 
Theatre i s  a t  a l l  le s s  necessary now than i t  w b b  f iv e  years ago," he 
to ld  h is  readers . Scott reaffirm ed a long-standing po licy  of not pur­
veying "scandal, gossip , and t i t t l e - t a t t l e "  in  The T heatre . The 
read ers , he declared , "want the drama tre a te d  as ltB  s i s te r  a r t s ,  
music and p a in tin g , are  tre a te d , with seriousness and sympathy." (Ju ly , 
1885, 47-48)
In March, 1886, readers received S c o t t 's  reassurance th a t he 
was not planning to  leave the  f ie ld  of l e t t e r s  "for the e locutionary  
p latfo rm ." He had no In ten tio n , he s ta te d , of competing with "such 
p ro fessional r e c i te r s  as Mr. Wilson B a rre tt and Mr. William T e r r ls s ."
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(March, 1886, 170-171)
A year la te r —1887—Scott f e l t  constrained to  rep ly  to  ’’several 
correspondents," who had Inquired as to  why Scott had not chosen to  
rep ly  to  a " se rie s  of In su lts  th a t  have continued, with but s l ig h t and
spasmodic In te rru p tio n s , since th e  year 1880." Despite h is  lo f ty  ex­
p lanation  th a t  he crossed swords only with "worthy opponents," he could 
not r e s i s t  po in ting  out th a t h is  unnamed a ttack er had been so ungratefu l 
a s  to  a ttack  "an old fr ien d —to  whom he stands Indebted fo r Jo u rn a lis tic  
a ss is ta n c e ."  He added In conclusion, "The readers of th is  magazine ' 
know p re tty  well by th i s  time how powerless are such m iserable l i t t l e  
p ln -p rlck s against one who Is  abso lu te ly  In d iffe ren t to  the ta c t ic s  of 
h is  pertinac ious aggressor." (A pril, 1887, 232)
A month la te r  there  were In d ica tio n s th a t Scott was not so In­
se n s itiv e  to  those " l i t t l e  p ln -p rlck s"  as he had claimed. He sta ted  
In Our Omnlbus-Box th a t h is  "long service in  the In te re s ts  of the stage, 
stands on record . . . . But as regards my p i t i f u l ly  agreBSlve [ sic] 
an tagonist I f a l l  to  remember one circumstance In h is  career th a t would 
Ju s tify  h is  assuming the charac ter of censor as to  what Is  honourable
In a w rite r and loyal In a man." (May, 1887, 284-285) One wonders
how the doughty e d ito r would have tre a te d  a "worthy" an tagon is t.
In December, 1889, a f te r  ten  years a t  the helm, Scott sadly 
announced th a t  he was stepping down from the command of "the old 
vessel';'! 5 He re i te ra te d  th a t  he had not gained f in a n c ia lly  from h is  
a sso c ia tio n  with The T heatre . but Instead had Incurred "serious 
f in a n c ia l lo s s ."  Moreover, he had discovered—he said—th a t h is  posi­
t io n  "as a  public w rite r"  had been a hindrance to  the  magazine's "com­
m ercial p ro sp e rity ."  Therefore, he was tu rn ing  over h is  work to  those
.35
who were In a b e tte r  position  to  make a commercial and l i te ra ry  suc­
cess of the magazine. He made h is  own fee lin g s  c lea r in  the following 
fashion:
The only disappointm ents, the only d is a s te r s , the only 
m isrepresen tations, the  only lo s t friendsh ip s connected 
with a stormy l i f e ,  have been in  some way or o ther con­
nected with the  [ s ic ] Theatre magazine, which was taken 
up with energy in 1880, and i s  now le f t  with good-will, 
but a passing sadness, in  1890.
(December, 1889, 335)
In the ten  years Just completed, The Theatre had re fle c ted  the 
p e rso n a lity  of i t s  tempestuous e d ito r . Whether th i s  was advantageous 
to  th e  fortunes of The Theatre c o n s titu te s  a moot question . As he had 
s ta ted  when he f i r s t  assumed the  command of h is  " sh ip ,11 S c o tt’s two­
fo ld  aim was to  make the  magazine in te re s tin g  to  i t s  readers and to  
provide a h is to r ic a l  record of i t s  tim e. I f ,  in  some few re sp ec ts , he 
f a i le d ,  yet one can say th a t to  a large  extent Scott did f u l f i l l  h is  
self-im posed goals. C erta in ly , i t  might f a i r ly  be said th a t  Scott was 
ever animated by the zeal to serve the best in te re s ts  of the drama as 
he saw them. During h is  regime, The Theatre had strongly  supported a 
Dramatic Academy.^ I t  had len t encouragement to  amateur productions.*8
I t  had campaigned fo r b e tte r  f i r e  p ro tec tion  and other sa fety  measures
19fo r  the London th e a tre s . The nagazine had strongly  upheld the
l ?The T heatre. June, 1881, p . 379; a lso  June, 1882, pp. 365-368; 
October, 1882, pp. 193-199; November, 1882, pp. 309-310.
I ftrhe Theatre. February, 1882, pp. 113-116; a lso  March, 1883, 
pp. 174-181; May, 1883, pp. 307-309; September, 1883, pp. 131-134; 
A p ril, 1881, pp. 244-245; May, 1881, pp. 305-309. Reviews of amateur 
performances appeared freq u en tly .
*9The Theatre, March, 1882, pp. 186-188; October, 1883, pp. 210- 
211; February, 1882, p . 119; October, 1881, pp. 244-245.
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p riv ile g e  of Mrs. Langtry to  make the  stage her ca ree r, on the
p rin c ip le  th a t  the  stage was open to  a l l ,  even those who didn’t  
20need the money. The Theatre had advocated Parliam entary reform 
of the  laws governing amusement p la c e s .21 I t  had opposed the  Indis­
crim inate tak ing  of cu rta in  c a l ls  by perform ers on grounds th a t  th is
2 ?p rac tice  destroyed dram atic I l lu s io n . I t  had supported the preroga­
t iv e s  claimed by those s i t t in g  in the p i t  to  give responsib le  c r i t i ­
cism .23 I t  had denounced the growing popu larity  of th e a tr ic a l  gossip 
colum nists.24 I t  had opposed smoking In the  th e a t r e .25 About Borne 
of thcas more w ill be said in  a la te r  chapter.
20The Theatre. February, 1882, pp. 113-116; June, 1882, 
p . 380; October, 1882, pp. 233-234 and pp. 251-252; November, 1882, 
pp. 311-314.
^The T heatre. March, 1882, pp. 187-188; October, 1882, 
pp. 257-262; March, 1883, pp. 182-183; June, 1883, pp. 375-376; 
September, 1883, pp. 154-157; February, 1884, pp. 102-103; A pril, 
1884, pp. 198-200.
22See The T heatre . March, 1884, p . 161, fo r  a ty p ic a l s ta te ­
ment.
23The T heatre, March, 1880, pp. 129-142; December, 1882, 
pp. 366-367; January, 1883, pp. 49-52; August, 1884, pp. 91-93.
24The T heatre . August, 1881, pp. 115-117; February, 1884, 
pp. 63-64; May, 1885, pp. 257-258; June, 1885, p . 306; Ju ly , 1885, 
p . 48.
25The Theatre, October, 1881, p . 256; November, 1881, 
pp. 313-314; February, 1884, pp. 102-103.
37
Capes and Egllngton Take Over: January, 1890-June, 1893
The th ree  and a h a lf  years In which Bernard B. J . Capes and 
Charles Bglington served as e d ito rs  of The Theatre w ill be tre a te d  as 
a u n it ,  even though the two men were co -ed ito rs  from Ju ly , 1890, 
through June, 1892, only. Capes was sole ed ito r during th e  f i r s t  six  
months of the  year 1890, and Egllrigton ca rried  on alone from Ju ly ,
1892, through June, 1893. However, desp ite  changes in the  ed ito rsh ip , 
there  were few s ta r t l in g  d iffe ren ces in  the  arrangement and form of 
The Theatre. Indeed, the subscribers must have found i t  easy to  ad just 
to  the new regime, fo r  Capes, and la te r  Bglington, adhered la rg e ly  to  
S c o tt 's  scheme fo r the magazine as of 1889. The columns Our Play-Box, 
Our-Musical Box, and Our Omnibus-Box were continued with l i t t l e  change 
in  form and conten t. Appended to  the Omnibus-Box was the fam ilia r  
l i s t  of plays and rev iv a ls  produced in London, in  th e  Provinces, and 
in  P a r is . A column ca lled  Our Amateurs' Play-Eox, giving reviews of 
amateur productions, which had s ta r te d  in December, 1889, was main­
ta ined  by the new e d ito rs . The growing importance of these performances 
can be read ily  seen in the number of pages devoted to  them.
Two of the  popular Woodbury-type photographs were Included in  
each number, and b r ie f  b iographical sketches of th e  sub jec ts  were to  
be found e ith e r  in  Our Omnlbus-Box or—a t tim es—in  a separate  section  
e n ti t le d  Our P o r t r a i ts .  Eventually, other i l lu s t r a t iv e  m ateria l was 
added to  the p o r t r a i ts :  pen and ink drawings; reproductions of i l l u s ­
t r a t io n s  taken from books reviewed; reproductions of paintings'.review ed. 
These were a decided a sse t to  The T heatre .
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Short s to r ie s ,  s e r ia l s ,  poetry , and fea tu re  a r t ic le s  appeared 
a s  In previous years. The fea tu re  a r t i c le s  continued to  be of a c r i t i ­
c a l ,  ex eg e tlca l, d e sc rip tiv e , b iographical, or h is to r ic a l  na ture .
Again, some were run as a s e r ie s . On the whole the q u a lity  of these 
a r t i c le s  was scho larly  and though tfu l, although there  were a few ex­
cep tions. Goodrich’s a r t i c le  on "The Dramatic Censorship" (May, 1892, 
232-237) and Hayman’s on dancing (May, 1891, 237-241) may be c ited  a s  
examples of the l a t t e r .
W riters who contributed  papers to  the magazine Included some 
new as well as some fam ilia r  names: W. Davenport Adams; Austin
Brereton; R. Farquharson Sharp; William Henry Hudson; S. J . Adair 
F itzg e ra ld ; Magdalen Brooke; Jerome K. Jerome; Harry Plowman; Walter 
C alvert; Evelyn Ballantyne; G. W. Dancy; Clement Scott; E. Spence;
John Coleman; Arthur Wood; A. W. Bean; O liver B luff; Addison B right;
A. J .  Daniels; W. A. Bettany Lewis; Charles T. J .  H ia tt; and Cecil 
Howard.
One new fea tu re  In s ti tu te d  by Capes and which was carried  on 
fo r  some years, was the p rac tice  of assembling In the January Issue a 
potpourri of con tribu tions by a c to rs , a c tre s se s , and other prominent 
perform ers. Thus, In the  January, 1890, number were co llec ted  the 
c rea tiv e  e f fo r ts  of Fred L es lie , Annie Hughes, F. Bernard-Beere, Genie 
(Rose) Norreys, and J .  L. Shine, a l l  well known stage p e rs o n a litie s .
Also new was a commentary on the stage w ritten  In the  form of 
a l e t t e r  to  Terence, the  ancient playw right, and signed by th e  "Call 
Boy." In h is  f i r s t  l e t t e r ,  dated January, 1890, the "Call Boy" took 
the opportunity to  c r i t ic iz e  the '" ’Ibsen C u lt;’,"’ Eventually, the 
monthly l e t t e r  to  Terence was re legated  to  Our Omnlbus-Eox, where I t
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ren&ined u n t i l  I t  was discontinued in  Ju ly , 1890.
By February, 1891—CapeB and Eglington were then jo in t e d ito rs— 
Our Muslcal-Box had been superseded by Musical Notes. A column dealing 
with th e  fin e  a r t s ,  Our Art G allery, and another on books re la te d  to  
the th e a tre , c a lled  Reviews, were both added in February, 1891. Our 
Art Gallery a lte rn a ted  with a column called  Art Notes. The columns on 
books and the a r t s  did not appear every month, however.
When Charles Eglington became the so le  e d ito r , he changed the 
name of Our Play-Box to  Plays of the Month, and rechristened  Our Omnl­
bus-Box to  Notes of the Month. In form and content these columns re ­
mained tn e lr  old selves desp ite  th e ir  new t i t l e s .  Beginning with the 
August, 1892, issu e , however, the  le s s  Important productions were r e ­
viewed without l is t in g  the complete cast and other da ta .
One Important trend  in  the fea tu re  a r t i c le s  began in 1892, a
year which began with Capes and Eglington in  jo in t ed ito rsh ip  and
ended with the l a t t e r  in  sole c o n tro l. The papers in t h i s  year tended
to  be more c r i t i c a l ;  and the contemporary th ea tre  in a l l  of i t s  phases—
a c to rs , managers, c r i t i c s ,  d ram atists , and the drama—were frank ly  and
*
se rio u sly  assessed. Thus in February of th a t  year appeared "a c r i t i c a l  
apprecia tion" of Herbert Beerbohm Tree as actor-m anager, an a r t i c l e  in 
which p ra ise  and blame were meted out as they seemed to  be warranted. 
(February, 1892, 69-76) Addison Bright wrote a c r it iq u e  of George 
Alexander, an actor-manager, in  the same highly c r i t i c a l  vein . Of 
Alexander’s a c tin g  he sa id :
In b r ie f ,  although in  h is  ac tin g  there i s  always a 
suggestion of romance, even in the wretched "waIking 
gentleman p a r ts "  to  which of la te  he has condemned 
him self, Mr. Alexander can only compass romance of
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-a ce rta in  kind, the tender, the  sweet, the e legan t, 
the  re fin ed , the  d e lic a te , and the  p la in tiv e .
(May, 1892, 240)
An a r t i c le  on c r i t i c s  appeared in  the June number. (June, 1892, 277- 
283) In September appeared "a comparative estim ate" of "Four ’Leading 
Men,’" a lso  decidedly candid in  i t s  approach. (September, 1892, 109- 
114) These a r t ic le s  are exceedingly valuable, fo r they in d ica te  the  
q u a lity  of V ictorian  c r itic ism  and give a more candid p ic tu re  of the  
th ea tre  of th a t time than has been seen h ith e r to .
Equally noticeable i s  the absence of a r t ic le s  dealing  with 
personal rem iniscences of the th ea tre  and of dramatic performances. 
These excursions in to  the past had been conspicuously featured  during 
the  days of S co tt.
When Eglington became the sole ed ito r of the magazine, he made 
a few noteworthy changes. In  May, 1893, The Theatre began a se r ie s  of 
in terv iew s of stage p e rso n a litie s  a t home. In content and s ty le , 
these may be likened to  the  present-day s to r ie s  of ac to rs  and a c tre sse s  
"at home" to  be found in stage and movie p e rio d ica ls .
The magazine presented a n o th e r" f irs t"  in  th a t same month. This 
consisted  of a complete sc r ip t  of a one-act play, I n  the Season, by 
Langdon E. M itchell. This was a p lay which had a c tu a lly  been produced 
a t  a matinee performance.
In the same month was begun a se r ie s  ca lled  "Condensed Dramas," 
consis ting  of a parody of a d if fe re n t cu rren t production each month.
The follow ing month the  f i r s t  of a se r ie s  of open l e t t e r s  signed 
"The Candid F riend ," made i t s  debut. The f i r s t  l e t t e r  was addressed to  
"Oscar Wilde, B squire," and in i t  the  playwright was sharply taken to
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task  on a number of counts. Among o ther th in g s , W ilde's "Candid 
Friend" advised him thus: "Face, Instead of evading, the  d i f f ic u l t i e s
of dramatic a r t ,  take I t s  p ra c tic e  se riously , respect yourself and your 
audience, and you have In you the capacity  to  do good—I t  may be g rea t— 
work." (June, 1893, 325)
To summarize, under Capes and Bglington, working e ith e r  
separa te ly  or Jo in tly , The Theatre took on a more d ig n ified  tone.
Though the e d ito rs  expressed th e ir  own opinions, as Scott had done, In 
Our Omnlbus-Box (la.ter Notes of the  Month), they did  not adopt S c o tt 's  
co lo rfu l and p icturesque manner of doing so. Nor d id  they use th e ir  
magazine as a vehicle  fo r  the waging of personal b a tt le s  and Journalis­
t i c  feuds. Moreover, they did not take th e ir  readers in to  th e ir  con­
fidence . Gone, th e re fo re , were the  p iteous p leas to  the subscribers to  
support the  magazine. Gone, too , were the  c o sily  co n fid en tia l rep o rts  
on the progress of The Theatre from the "cap tain ."
The Last Years under Bright and Bglington:
Ju ly , 1893 through December, 1897
Addison Bright became the ed ito r of The Theatre In Ju ly , 1893, 
and held th a t p o sitio n  fo r a year. Bright was Id en tif ied  by W. A.
Lewis Bettany as one of the prominent members of the  group known as 
the "New C r i t ic s ."  Bettany l is te d  th e ir  d is tingu ish ing  c h a ra c te r is t ic s  
as: comparative youth; being "somewhat given to  Self-advertisem ent"; and 
a tendency to  w rite In the f i r s t  person. Moreover, according to  B ettany, 
"they a l l  consider themselves men of more cu ltu re  than Mr. S co tt, and 
b e tte r  c r i t i c s  of p lays than the older men." Describing Bright as "one 
of the  most earnest" of the "New C ritic s "  and a lso  the "best Judge of
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acting" of them a l l ,  Bettany went on to  say:
Mr. Bright has an extensive acquaintance with modern 
l i t e r a tu r e ,  an ardent adm iration fo r Ibsen, and Is  
one of the  few lucky men who have discovered l i t e r a ­
tu re  in  Mr. Jones and Mr. Pinero.
(June, 1892, 281)
Bright was a lso  the  f i r s t  p residen t of the Playgoers' Club, 
the  h is to ry  and a c t iv i t ie s  of which were described In the November, 1893, 
issue of The T heatre . (November, 1893, 273-281)
The tra n s it io n  from E glington’s ed ito rsh ip  to  th a t of B right, 
was e ffec ted  smoothly Inasmuch as Bright followed Eglington1s plan 
fo r  the  magazine. The various Innovations of 1892-1893 described above 
were re ta in ed  by B righ t. The open l e t t e r s ,  the c r i t i c a l  a r t i c le s ,  the 
Interview s, the "Condensed Dramas," and the usual columns were a l l  re ­
ta in ed . E d ito r ia l comments emanated from th e ir  customary source,
Notes of the Month. Like h is  Immediate p redecessors, the new ed ito r 
did not take h is  readers In to  h is  confidence, and he too made h is  com­
ments outspoken, but avoided the lack of r e s t r a in t  which had made 
S c o tt’s so a n tag o n is tic  and ungracious In s p i r i t .
Among those who contributed a r t i c le s  during B righ t’s regime 
were some new to  The T heatre . namely William A lison; G. E. Morrison;
R. Jope Slade; Lorln A. Lathrop; Percival H. W. Almy; Alphonse 
Daudet; and P h ilip  Houghton.
The Innovations In s ti tu te d  by the new e d ito r  are  noteworthy. 
F i r s t ,  he ra ised  the  leve l of the f ic t io n  to  a c e r ta in  ex ten t. Begin­
ning in 1894, The Theatre ran tra n s la tio n s  of French short s to r ie s  
w ritten  resp ec tiv e ly  by Guy de Maupassant, F r a n c is  Coppee, and Alphonse 
Daudet. Moreover, by d iscontinuing  the p ra c tic e  of s o l ic i t in g  c o n tr l-
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butions from members of th e  ac tin g  profession  fo r  the  January number, 
he helped e levate  the  q u a lity  of the f ic t io n  in  a negative way.
B rig h t's  other innovation comprised an am bitious se r ie s  of 
a r t i c l e s  e n ti t le d , "The T hea trica l Revolution: An Account of the 
Reformation of the  English Stage in  the Twentieth Century," w ritten  by 
"PerseuB." In t h i s  s e r ie s  the w rite r  i s  supposedly speaking in  1923, 
when a th e a tr ic a l  millennium has a rriv ed . He gives a Utopian p ic tu re  
of the th ea tre  in  a l l  of i t s  phases, co n tras tin g  i t  with the th ea tre  
of the la te ’ nineteenth  cen tu ry .26 The reader of today i s  thus able to  
see Perseus1 c r itiq u e  of the la te  n ineteenth-century  th e a tre .
B rig h t's  ed ito rsh ip  apparently  ended with the June, 1894, number, 
fo r  on the la s t  page of the  July, 1894, number was a request th a t a l l  
m anuscripts be sent d ire c tly  to  Mr• Eglington, the  e d ito r . This i s  the 
only ind ica tion  th a t  an e d i to r ia l  change took p lace, fo r  Eglington1s 
name did not appear in the  masthead. Indeed the  name of the ed ito r was 
never d isclosed throughout succeeding years, although presumably 
Eglington c a rried  on as ed ito r during the  th ree  and a h a lf  years of the 
m agazine's l ife tim e .
With Eglington in charge, reviews in th e  Plays of the  Month sec­
t io n  were once more signed, and beginning with the  September, 1894, 
number, he completely reorganized the magazine.27 In doing so , he •
26The se r ie s  began with th e  October, 1893, issue and ran through 
the  July, 1894, issu e .
27An advertisem ent in 1894 ca rried  the  no ta tion  th a t "The Theatre 
has been under a new ed ito rsh ip  since th e  number fo r September, 1894, 
in c lu s iv e ."  This could mean th a t  i t  took Eglington a month or two to  
re o rg a n iz e .e d ito ria l po licy , or i t  could mean th a t a new man took o ff ic e . 
In  view of the f a c t  th a t  research  has not revealed the name of any la te r  
e d ito r , t h i s  paper i s  proceeding on the  assumption th a t  Eglington con­
tinued  h is  ed ito rsh ip  u n t i l  the  end of the  magazine.
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re in se rte d  c e rta in  fe a tu re s  which had been prominent in The Theatre 
during the Hawkins e ra . Fam iliar columns lik e  The Watch-Tower and 
The Round Table—unmodified in  con ten t, form, and s ty le —were re in ­
sta ted  to  th e ir  old p o s itio n s . The two September Watch-Tower a r t i c le s  
of 1894 d e a lt with "Our Stage Today" and with "The Past Opera Season." 
Both were unsigned, but very l ik e ly  they were re f le c tio n s  of the 
e d i to r 's  opinions. The Round Table, as form erly, comprised contribu­
tio n s  on a v a rie ty  of th e a tr ic a l  su b jec ts  by such old frien d s  as 
Clement S co tt, W. Davenport Adams, Percy F itzg e ra ld , and Arthur W. 
a Beckett. F eu ille to n , which a lso  dated back to  Hawkins' tim e, again 
made i t s  entrance. By coincidence, th is  f i r s t  F eu ille to n  was an 
a r t i c le  on V oltaire  w ritten  by Hawkins him self. Readers must have f e l t  
th a t t ru ly  the "good old days" of The Theatre had re tu rned . Moreover, 
to  fu rth e r  in te n s ify  any fe e lin g s  of nosta lg ia  which may have been 
aroused, two other "old" columns were revived: At the Play, rep le te
with sub-sections such as In London, In P a r is , and In Spain, was re ­
stored together with Echoes from the Green Room. The la t t e r  gave the 
readers news items about the th e a tre  from a l l  over the world and a lso  
spoke e d i to r ia l ly  when the need arose .
The two photographs per month and the column giving reviews of 
amateur performances were re ta in ed  without change. The biographies, 
however, were once again placed next to  the appropria te  photographs, 
a most welcome rearrangement.
In  1895, the  reviews of amateur performances and the F eu ille to n  
section  were discontinued permanently. Kith these  d e le tio n s , the 
e d ito r re ta ined  the  revised'arrangem ent of the  magazine u n t i l  i t s  de­
mise in  December, 1897. The attem pt to  re tu rn  to  th e  scheme of the
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Hawkins period was underscored by the re tu rn  In the  su b ti t le  from 
nA Monthly Review of the Drama, Music, and the  Pine A r ts ,” to  the 
o rig in a l HA Monthly Review and Magazine.”
This chapter has attempted to give a kaleidoscopic p ic tu re  of 
The Theatre during i t s  career as a monthly magazine. During the nearly  
twenty years of i t s  ex istence the p e rio d ica l saw c e rta in  v a ria tio n s  in 
content and form, but I t s  primary focus was co n sis ten tly  on the  stage 
In  a l l  of I t s  a sp ec ts . D ifferences in the s a lie n t  fe a tu re s  of the 
magazine were u sua lly  made In accord with changes in the  ed ito rsh ip , 
of which th ere  were a t  le a s t seven.
CHAPTER II
FOUR MAJOR THEMES RELATBD TO THE THBATRB
This chapter w ill be devoted to  c e rta in  major to p ics  which 
co n sis ten tly  engaged the In te re s t  and a tte n tio n  of the w rite rs  of The
Theatre magazine. Four sub jec ts  have been se lec ted  as "major” themeB
e ith e r  because of the  frequency of th e ir  occurrence or because of th e ir
g rea t Importance. Bach of the  four w ill be tre a te d  In a separate sec­
t io n . Those are : four facetB  of the  la te  V ictorian  audience; the
m erits of a proposed National Theatre; the  worth of a proposed Dramatic 
Academy; and two questions concerning p layw rltlng  of the era as covered 
by The T heatre. At the  conclusion of the chapter th ree  subordinate 
themes a lso  re la te d  to  the  th ea tre  w ill be d e a lt with very b r ie f ly .
This an a ly s is , I t  Is  hoped, w ill provide a c le a re r  p ic tu re  of the Im­
po rtan t Issues confronting the la te  V ictorian  th e a tre .
The Audience
Throughout I t s  life tim e  the pages of The Theatre abound In 
a r t i c l e s  dealing  with the  audience. Careful study of these  contribu­
tio n s  re v e a ls , however, th a t  In te re s t  in  the audience centered about 
four aspects of the sub jec t: descrip tio n s of various audiences; the 
problems posed by the p i t ;  the  m atter of orders, or complimentary 
t ic k e ts ;  and audience e tiq u e t te .
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D escriptions of various audiences. A most u n f la tte r in g  p ic tu re  
of th e  audience of 1878 was pain ted  by Frederic  C. Broughton. According 
to  him, the playgoers of th a t  time went to  the th e a tre , not to see the 
p lay , but "because I t  Is  th e  fashion , or because they a re  bored." More­
over, Broughton accused th e  playgoers of asking too much of the per­
form ers, of being "lnd lscrlra lnating" In th e ir  l ik e s  and d is l ik e s .  "To 
p lease  the playgoer an a r t i s t  should be the godchild of a l l  the f a i r i e s ,  
and not one o f them must have fa i le d  to  a ttend  h is  ch ris ten ing  ceremony."
Even more serious I s  Broughton's Indictment of the th e a tre ­
goer as the destroyer of dram atic a r t .  They may revere Shakespeare 
"as I f  he were re a lly  the rep re sen ta tiv e  of English honour, English in ­
t e l l e c t ,  p a trio tism , a r t ,  and even re lig io n  I t s e l f , "  but they scorn the
drama I t s e l f .
Besides a l l  th ese , the  audiences of 1878 were described scath­
ingly a s  being " se rv ile ."  They were prone to  lend th e ir  support and 
patronage to  th a t performer or th a t  type of drama which was thought to  
be fashionable at a given tim e.
Modern audiences are as so many sheep. They .wait 
u n t i l  some one sh a ll precede them through a gap 
In the th e a tr ic a l  hedge, and then they follow 
b lin d ly . When Mrs. B ancroft, . . . e lected  to
p lay  comedy, . . . they admired her a t once, and
why? Simply because i t  was the  fash ion .
(August, 1878, 37)
Perhaps one answer to  the charges made by Broughton i s  to  be 
found in  the Watch-Tower fo r  the follow ing month. The Watch-Tower 
pointed out th a t the  "back-bone of the  educated and taste -possess ing  
people for whose re tu rn  to  the play-house we have so long been hoping 
aga in st hope," was being priced  out of the th e a tre . According to  the
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Watch-Tower, conditions In the  cheaper sections of the  playhouses were 
such th a t persons of th is  c la ss  would p re fe r to  stay  away from the 
th e a tre , ra th e r  than endure them.
We may be to ld  th a t our fa th e rs  and grandfathers 
used to  have no ob jec tion  to  the  s h il l in g  or h a lf-  
crown p i t ,  and th a t people who cannot afford  to  
pick and choose must not be squeamish. But Is  I t  
squeamish fo r a refined  woman to  object to  the 
h u stlin g  necessary to  get a f a i r  seat In the  p i t ,  
to  d is l ik e  having baskets of "lemonade and stou t"
th ru s t under her n o tice , and fe e l doubtful about
her companions who s i t  so very close to  her, who
suck oranges and crack nu ts and Indulge In various
h ab its  not recognised In p o l i te  society? I s  I t  
squeamish fo r the husband of th i s  lady to  fe e l even 
more acu te ly  than she, th a t the whole th ing  i s  out 
of the  question?
(September, 1878, 101)
A descrip tion  of an imaginary f i r s t  night audience w ritten  by 
John Austen 1b to  be found in  th e  Ju ly , 1879, number. Austen s ta r ts
o ff w ith a comment th a t a ttend ing  prem ieres i s  now the fashion "in c e r­
ta in  c ir c le s ."  A fter po in ting  out th a t a goodly number of those s i t t in g
In the  s t a l l s  and boxes have a personal in te re s t  In the success of the
play , Austen adds th a t o th ers  lik e ly  to  be present a t  such gatherings 
a re  c r i t i c s ,  n o v e lis ts , p layw rights, a c tre s se s , and r iv a l  managers. He 
makes one s ig n if ic a n t statement th a t corroborates some of Broughton's.
But we cannot help giving a moment's thought to  the  
perpetual puzzle presented by the fondness of some 
of those around us fo r attendance a t premlferes. They 
have not two Ideas about the  prospects of the  p iece; 
they have no discoverable In te re s t  in  th e  stage and 
I t s  surroundings.
(Ju ly , 1879, 371)
I t  I s  In te re s tin g  th a t Austen does not concern him self with those s i t t in g  
In the le s s  expensive p a r ts  of the  house, those whom Bronson Howard de­
scribed glowingly as "the exuberant, r e s t le s s ,  explosive, I r re p re ss ib le
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mass of humanity.” (August, 1879, 26)
A ra th e r  su p e rfic ia l attem pt to  describe the audience Is  rep re ­
sented in  the  e f fo r ts  of L ita  Smith. Miss Smith divided the  "great mass 
of London playgoers" in to  th ree  groups. In the  f i r s t  she placed "those 
who love the  th ea tre  fo r  a r t ' s  sake, who apprecia te  the ta le n ts  of a c to rs  
and a c tre sses" ; in  the  second, she put those "who have not In te l le c t  
enough to  apprecia te  a good p lay , ta s te  enough to  value clever ac tin g , 
or su f f ic ie n t  discernment to  separate, the wheat from the chaff; whose 
knowledge of the  drama and i t s  exponents I s  gathered from one of the 
many weekly penny papers"; in  th e  th ird  group, she placed those people 
"to  whom a th ea tre  i s  an enchanted palace , and the p lay  an absorbing in­
cident in  re a l l i f e . "  Miss Smith then proceeded to  ask h e rse lf  a loaded 
question—does the  f i r s t  group of playgoers, or the th ird  "enjoy" the  
drama most—and answered in  favor of the  l a t t e r .  A question or two might 
p roperly  be asked of Miss Smith. What did she mean by "enjoy"? How
could she know who was "enjoying" th e  play and who was not?
I t  was observed e a r l ie r  th a t  A usten 's a r t i c l e  said nothing Of 
those who s i t  in the  cheaper sec tio n s of the  th e a tre —the denizens of 
th e  p i t  and th e  g a lle ry . Max Pemberton, in  August, 1892, gives a l l  of 
h is  a tte n tio n  to  those who s i t  in  the  g a lle ry , known as the "gods." 
Pemberton t e l l s  us th a t  in  order to  s i t  w ith "the gods" one must mount 
"many s te p s ."
You may have a man of war upon your r ig h t hand,
who sucks h is  cane and drinks small beer to
while away the  half-hour th a t in tervenes before 
the  r is in g  of the  cu rta in ; and i f  you have not 
a baby, a w ell spring of noise i f  not of p leasu re , 
upon your l e f t ,  you w ill  be a lucky man. A hundred 
youths who i l l u s t r a t e  th e  lin e  th a t "care keeps h is  
watch in  every old man's eye," a s a i lo r  or two, a
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woman who has partaken f re e ly  of the  flowing bowl, 
a bard who knows h a lf  a lin e  of th e  la te s t  chorus 
from the Gaiety, and a bevy of shabby-genteel people, 
make up the l i t t l e  company; and ch a tte rin g , laughing, 
shouting, w histling , drinking, they await the drama.
(August, 1892, 74)
As fo r  the dramatic ta s te s  of th e  "gods,11 the w riter says th a t 
they lik e  v ir tu e  and despise v lllan y , even though "many are no doubt 
g rea ter sinners than the . . . v i l la in s  they h is s  so h e a r t i ly ."  They 
lik e  humor and, says Pemberton with an unconscious note of patronage, 
they have an "appreciation  fo r fine  llneB th a t would hardly be looked 
fo r In the g a lle ry ."
The moral which Pemberton draws from h is  v i s i t  to the g a lle ry ,
I s  th a t authors should not beglect th e ir  re s p o n s ib i li t ie s , fo r In 
arousing the  b e tte r  side of these drab people, they are "doing as great 
a work as may be accomplished from the p u lp it i t s e l f . "
At le a s t one of the g a lle ry - l te s  demonstrated th a t  he was q u ite  
capable of defending the  "gods." "C.D." asse rted  In 1894 th a t the p i t  
and the  g a lle ry  don’t  have the same kind of audience. While the p i t  has 
a lo t  of people who go to  the th ea tre  because they th ink  they ought to , 
the  g a lle ry  houses the tru e  lovers of the p lay . These people have more 
re fined  ta s te s  than managers frequen tly  give them c re d it  fo r ,  but th is  
element doesn’t  make I t s  approval or disapproval known to  the  managers. 
S ig n ifican tly , the w rite r  e n tit le d  h is  a r t i c l e ,  "The Maligned Gods." 
(Ju ly , 1894, 8-13)
I f  we may believe Arthur a Beckett, the f i r s t  night audience 
a t  the Lyceum In 1895 was as g l i t t e r in g  and d is tingu ished  a s  th a t  de­
scribed by Austen in 1879. Everybody who was anybody was th e re , from 
the Duke and Duchess of York to  Mr. Joseph Knight, Bdltor of Notes and
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Q ueries. Concluded & Beckett,
A f i r s t  night a t  the Lyceum I s ,  as I have suggested, 
doubly In te re s tin g . Not only Is  th e  performance the 
outcome of genius, but the audience Is  simply marvel­
lous. Both are  created by the  same wonder-worker—
Henry Irv ing .
(Februaby, 1895, 73)
The Watch-Tower of May, 1896, gave readers of The Theatre an 
a c to r ’s view on audiences. The f i r s t  night audience was thought by 
Herbert Waring to  be " ’fa r  keener and more a n a ly tic a l’” than the 
average audience, described a s  '"an  unthinking and eminently gregarious 
anim al, wanting In a n a ly s is .’” The Watch-Tower thought Waring overly 
cynical in h is  estim ation , and pointed out the  Inconsistency of the  
a c to r ’s statem ents. Waring had given th e  audience c re d it fo r " ’common . 
sense’ " and th e  a b i l i ty  to  teach  the  ac to r how to  play h is  ro le .  Watch- 
Tower concluded w ith a warning th a t  p layers should not underestim ate the 
in te l le c tu a l  c a p a c itie s  o f th e i r  audiences.
P o s s ib i l i t ie s  th a t th e  in te l le c tu a l  level of London audiences 
might be ra ise d  looked promising in  March, 1897. Ernest Kuhe reported 
th a t  Herbert Beerbohm Tree, a leading actor-manager, was planning to  
s e l l  medium-priced s e a ts  In  the  new th e a tre  he was bu ild ing . Thus, a t  
laBt, th e  in te r e s ts  of "the man of cu ltu re , of refinem ent, and of t a s te  
In a l l  th a t  concerns a r t ,  who i s  devoted to  the  drama, but u t te r ly  
unable to  do th ings en p rin ce , and wholly averse to  going to  the  other 
extrem e," were about to  be served. If :b n a  may Judge from a r t i c le s  In 
The T heatre . I t  was about time fo r him to  have h is  day. (March, 1897, 
155-159)
An attem pt to  analyze the  growing th e a tr ic a l  audiences of 1897 
was made by W. Davenport Adams In the  A pril number. Adams observed th a t
new "m ultitudes" were flocking to  the  th e a tre s  to  see p ieces of the 
type of The Gaiety G ir l . The Prisoner of Zenda. and The Sign of the  
C ross, but th a t  they were studiously  avoiding "the drama dealing 
seriously  w ith the  l i f e  of today ." According to  Adams, "the Gaiety 
G irl genre e x is ts  mainly fo r  the  a ris to c rac y  and th e  Stock exchange" 
and a l l  those seeking "amusement," while p lays based upon popular 
novels lik e  The Prisoner of Zenda appealed mainly to  the m iddle-class. 
"The youngsters who deligh t above a l l  in  p ic tu re s  develop in to  ad u lts  
fo r whom the  p ic to r ia l  rep resen ta tion  of a favou rite  f ic t io n  i s  a Joy 
fo rev e r,"  explained the  w r ite r . As fo r  the  Sign of the Cross, t h i s  
type appealed to  those who liked  a "mingling on the  stage of sentiment 
and re lig io n , s e t  fo r th  in  pseudo-B ibllcal s ty le ."
Some playw rights lik e  Sydney Grundy thought th a t th is  new body 
of playgoers could be taught to  appreciate  the  b e tte r  type of drama, 
but another playw right, Henry Arthur Jones, was quoted a s  saying th a t 
he had no f a i th  in  "educating" thea tregoers . In Adams' own opinion,
"as th e  's e r io u s ' playgoer m u ltip lie s , so w ill the  easy-going; nay, the 
r a t io  in  the  l a t t e r  case w ill probably be much g rea te r than in  the  
form er." (A pril, 1897, 198-202)
An a r t i c le  appearing in  November of the same year took note 
of the  sudden slump in attendance observed in  the London th e a tre s . A 
c r i t i c ,  J .  F. N isbet, a ttr ib u te d  th i s  unexpected decline  to  th e  conpeti- 
t lo n  offered  by the f a s t  growing suburban th e a tre  movement.1 Nisbet 
thought th a t  the London managers lik e  Irv ing , Tree, and Alexander were
^ o r  o ther a r t i c le s  on the r i s e  of the  suburban th e a tre  see The 
T heatre . Nov., 1895, pp. 273-277; A pril, 1897, pp. 202-205; O ct., 1897, 
pp. 155-157; Dec., 1897, pp. 302-306.
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themselves co n trib u tin g  to  the  popu larity  of the  suburban houses by 
booking touring  d a tes  a t  these th e a tre s  nwith the  best a t t r a c t io n s  of 
th e i r  season .M The re s u l t  would be th a t  the suburbanite would fe e l 
th a t  he need only w ait to  have the  best London productions "brought to  
h is  door" and offered  a t a r a te  reduction  to  boot. The w rite r ventured 
to  p red ic t th a t a s  a consequence of th is  m u ltip lic ity  of playhouses, 
th e re  might be a re tu rn  to  the  "system of short runs, cheap mounting, 
and, perhaps, moderate s a la r ie s ."  However, he f e l t  th a t  such changes 
would not n ecessa rily  be "d isastrous"  to  the stage. N evertheless, he 
thought i t  would be w ell to  be ready fo r  them. To th a t  end, Nisbet con­
cluded by suggesting th a t the  London th e a tre s  t ry  to  find  out from what 
a reas they drew th e i r  audiences. " I n f e r e n t la l ly ," declared N isbet, "the 
Influence of the  suburbs on west-end th e a tr ic a l  business i s  enormous." 
(November, 1897, 226-229)
Thus we see th a t the  conpositlon of London audiences had changed 
from the  f i r s t  days of The T heatre . On the one hand a la rg e r—and prob­
ably le s s  s e le c t—audience had been a tt ra c te d  to  the  London th e a tre s .
On the o th er, the  com petition of the suburban th ea tre  threatened to  
remove some of t h i s  number. I f  one may Judge from the papers devoted 
to  the  sub jec t, the f i r s t  night audience was co n s is ten tly  of specia l 
and a ty p ica l conpositlon .
Problems posed by the  p i t . The Watch-Tower of September, 1878, 
has already pain ted  an u n a ttra c tiv e  p ic tu re  of the p i t ,  one of the 
cheaper sec tions of the  London playhouses. But the  p i t  had i t s  supporters 
a lso . T rad ition  had i t  th a t here sa t the  tru e  p laygoers, "those who come 
so le ly  to  enjoy the  entertainm ent, and th e re fo re  devote th e ir  whole
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a tte n tio n  to  what I s  being done or said on the s tag e ."  By tr a d itio n  
a lso , these p i t t i t e s ,  a s  they were ca lle d , were regarded as the  tru ly  
c r i t i c a l  element of the audience. "May i t  not, without exaggeration, 
be granted th a t the p i t  audience i s  a t once the most a t te n t iv e , most 
d isc rim in a tiv e , most t ru ly  c r i t i c a l ,  and most constant of any p a rt of 
the  house?," asked Clement Scott rh e to r ic a lly  in 1874.^ And Max 
Beerbohm describes h is  f i r s t  v i s i t  to  the p i t  with th is  in troduction : ..
The P it!  There was a c e rta in  t r a d i t io n a l  magic in 
the sound. There was some secre t d f.Joy  th a t I had 
often wished to  e lu c id a te . "I enclose my card , and 
am, S ir , your obedient servan t, AN OLD PITTITB."
How o ften  in  the newspapers had I read l e t t e r s  with 
th i s  conclusion! And such l e t t e r s —so o racu lar, per­
meated with so notable a pride! I t  had often been 
borne in  on me th a t  there  must be in th e  p i t  some­
th ing—some mystic grace—th a t enables a man to  Judge
more su re ly , to  take him self more se riously , and to  
spend a happier evening than elsew here.3
The subject of the  p i t  and i t s  r ig h ts  and p riv ileg e s  f i r s t  came 
to  the a tte n tio n  of The Theatre readers when a c e r ta in  manager, Bancroft, 
reconstructed  the  Haymarket T heatre . In doing so, he abolished the 
cheap se a ts  on the ground f lo o r , ca lled  the p i t ,  and in s ta lle d  in  th e ir  
stead some higher p riced  and more luxurious accommodations, known as the  
s t a l l s .  The former in h ab itan ts  of the  p i t  were then seated in  a  sec­
tio n  c a lled  the  second c ir c le ,  which Clement S co tt, a p i t  sympathizer,
declared to  be a "g a lle ry , and nothing e ls e ."
2The T heatre. March, 1880, p . 137. A p a rt of th lB  1874 paper 
was rep rin ted  in  the issue  mentioned above.
3Max Beerbohm, Around Theatres (London: Rupert Hart-Davis, 
1953), p . 426.
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Opening night f e s t iv i t i e s  a t  the nev Haymarket Theatre on 
January.31,* 1880, were marred by ominous murmurlngs and other ejqpres- 
slons of disapproval from the second c ir c le ,  When the  cu rta in  went up, 
th e  p ro te s ts  became even more d iscordan t. Consequently, according to  
Moy Thomas, a c r i t i c  whose eye-witness account of the  event was r e ­
p rin ted  In Our Play-Box, Mr. Bancroft had to  appeal to  h is  unruly audi­
ence. His speech was In terrup ted  by sundry queries and Jeers from the 
d isg run tled  p i t t i t e s .  Bancroft was quoted a s  explaining to  the unhappy 
patrons th a t  there  was no p i t  because he couldn’t  ’’a ffo rd" I t ,  and "a 
th e a tre , gentlemen, Is  a f te r  a l l  a place of business."  Other sec tions 
of the house were synpathetlc to  the  management, and gradually the  
"tumult" died down. When Bancroft returned to  the stage In h is  ro le  
of Blount, he was cheered e n th u s ia s tic a lly , Thomas t e l l s  u s.
This was the Incident which sparked the  symposium discussion  
in the March, 1880, number of The T heatre. the top ic  being phrased as 
follow s: " Is  the P it an In s t i tu t io n  or an Excrescence?" Mr. B an cro ft's
opinion has a lready been described above. He was firm ly  defended and 
supported by John Hollingshead, a fellow  manager, who pointed out th a t 
the  p i t t i t e s  had enjoyed the best se a ts  In the house "for f i f t y  years 
a t  a too moderate p r ic e ,"  and now the tu rn  of " th e ir  wretched superio rs" 
had come. The th e a tr ic a l  manager, "the most heavily  taxed, ra te d , and
ren ted  tradesman In the  world," had a duty to  him self and to  h is
 _
c re d ito rs , sa id  Hollingshead. Besides, he added, t h i s  was "only an 
experiment on the  p a r t  of one manager out of f i f t y . "
The playw right, H. J . Byron, f e l t  th a t the  removal of th e  p i t  
would prove to  be a  m istake. He thought th a t the a c to rs  would miss the 
quick responsiveness of the p i t t i t e s ,  since those s i t t in g  In the  s t a l l s
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were not prone to  express th eir  fe e lin g s  very en erg e tica lly . "That the  
absence of a p it  I s  depressing to an actor, no a r t i s t  who has had the 
opportunity of p ra c tic a lly  Judging of the fa c t  can deny," he Btated.
On the other hand, Byron did  not sympathize with the uproar ra ised  on 
the opening n igh t. He pointed out th a t the malcontents had been pro­
vided "with comfortable p laces in  a po rtion  of the house always more 
expensive than the p i t , "  and th a t in  other houses the managers had been 
pushing them back "under a low s tu ffy  roof" In order to  give more space 
to  the s t a l l s .  Moreover, Byron upheld the r ig h ts  of the th e a tr ic a l  mana­
ger to  do whatever he wished with h is  own property .
The p i t  found l i t t l e  support from the c r i t i c  Ernest A. Benda11
who questioned the t ra d i tio n a l  and time-honored c r i t i c a l  c ap a c itie s  of
the present-day p i t .
I f  H a z lltt and Charles Lamb were going to  the play 
now, they would, I am convinced, not be found In 
the p i t ;  and although here and there  playgoers of 
ta s te ,  of cu ltu re , of Judgment, of what good q u a li­
t i e s  you w il l ,  a re , doubtless, s t i l l  to  be found 
amongst the  habitues of th is  p a rt of the  th e a tre ,
the  vast m ajority  of them a re , I take I t ,  in  every
way d is t in c t ly  lower In grade than th e ir  predeces­
so rs .
• (March, 1880, 136)
Moreover, Bendall thought th a t the  demonstration a t the Haymarket had 
done l i t t l e  to  advance the  drama. The abolishment of the p i t  was r e ­
garded by Bendall as "the step taken In a d ire c tio n  th a t I s  In ev itab le ,"
one fo r which he could find  no cause to  re g re t.
The p i t ,  however, found warm support from Frank A. M arshall, 
who thought th a t both the ac to rs  and the audience would be the  poorer 
without the responsiveness of the  p i t t i t e s ,  and from the then e d ito r , 
Clement S co tt. Scott reported th a t  he him self had sa t in the  second
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c irc le  one evening, and th a t  the  v i s i b i l i t y  had been most u n sa tis fac to ry . 
nP o sltlv e ly  I could see nothing of the f i r s t  a c t of 'Money,1 except by 
standing up, and then I was howled down," he a sse rte d .
Scott a lso  had something to  say about the  Haymarket d isturbance 
In the  review of the  p lay , which appeared In Our Play-Box. In i t  he ex­
pressed h is  s a t is fa c tio n  th a t  the  p i t  had displayed " su ff ic ie n t courage 
to  p ro te s t against the sudden curta ilm ent of what they considered a 
p r iv ile g e ."  He thought i t  would be a d is t in c t  " a r t l s t lc " lo s s  to  abolish  
the  p i t .
Our Omnibus-Box of A pril, 1880, reported  th a t "scores" of l e t t e r s  
had been received thanking the  e d ito r  fo r  h is  support of the p i t .
The p i t  served as the  sub ject fo r  another symposium d iscussion  
in  August, 1880. The sub ject was phrased, "'The Police In  the P i t . '—
Can Such a System be Ju s tif ie d ? "  The f i r s t  con tribu to r to  th e  symposium 
id e n tif ie d  him self simply a s  "One of the  P i t , "  but a note from the  e d i­
to r  vouched fo r  "the genuineness of the  communication," and fo r  the  fa c t 
th a t the con tribu to r represented  the "strong fee lin g "  of a number of play­
goers. According to  the  spokesman fo r the p i t ,  a s  a r e s u l t  of the  fa i lu re  
of a p lay ca lled  JackB and J i l l s  a t  the Vaudeville Theatre—which was a t ­
tr ib u te d  to  " 'o rganized  o p p o sitio n '"  on the p a rt of the  p i t —the managers 
of th e  th e a tre , David James and Thomas Thorne, had placed policemen "In 
the r ig h t  and l e f t  hand corners of the  fro n t row of the  public  p i t
benches," upon the f i r s t  n ight of th e i r  next production, The Guv'nor.
As the  w rite r  from the p i t  saw i t ,  the policeman had been put In the
p i t  "with th e  Idea of overawing th a t  p a rt of the  audience and s t i f l in g
i t s  c r i t ic is m ."  When, according to  the  same w rite r , a t  the end or the 
f i r s t  a c t ,  th ere  was some h is s in g , these policemens ordered those
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responsib le  to  " tu rn  o u t."  P ro te s ts  proved u se less , and eventually  a l l
who had been s i t t in g  together in the fro n t p a rt of the  p i t ,  were ejected
from the th e a tre . The p i t t i t e  em phatically denied the  accusations of 
an organized opposition , and asserted  th a t  "there was no Ju s tif ic a tio n  
whatever fo r these proceedings."
The two managers concerned, James and Thorne, were given a 
chance to  present th e ir  side of the  question . According to  them, they 
were merely p ro tec tin g  the "rea l public" from the d istu rbances of "h a lf- 
a-dozen mischievous young men . . . whose behaviour was v ir tu a lly  an 
offence to  our audience." Said the  two managers,
That th i s  reck less society  . . . does occasionally
v i s i t  our th e a tre s , to  d is tu rb  and not to  c r i t i c i s e ,
i s  known to nearly  every manager in  London. More 
than th a t ,  th e  ind iv iduals of which i t  co n sis ts  a re  
e a s ily  and fa m ilia r ly  recognisable by the performers; 
and th e ir  fav o u rite  sea ts  are  looked to  as th a t por­
tio n  of the house from which observations (face tio u s  
in  th e ir  estim ation , but cruel to  th e  a r t i s t s )  a re  
bound to  emanate.
(August, 1880, 65)
The managers went on to  affirm  th e i r  b e lie f  in  the r ig h ts  of the public  
to  express th e ir  fe e lin g s  about a play.
The public pays and i s  inv ited  to  witness a  p lay , 
and to  th a t p u b lic 's  judgment managers must bow.
But th a t judgment must not be confounded with the 
ac tion  of half-a-dozen mischievous young men. . . .
(August, 1880, 66)
Thorne and James were given warm support by "An Old F irs t-N ig h te r ,"  whom 
the ed ito r id e n tif ie d  as "an acto r of eminence and a manager of wide ex­
pe rien ce ."  The "F irst-N igh ter"  thought i t  "monstrous th a t a  handful of 
youths should presume to  c a l l  themselves the ' p i t , ' and to arrogate  to  
themselves the r ig h t to  say 'we are  the p u b l ic . '"
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"An Author’s View" was expressed by Frank Marshall who declared 
th a t the s ta tio n in g  of policemen in  a th e a tre , "with express d irec tio n s  
to  prevent the audience [ sic] expressing d isapprobation, i s  a v io la tio n  
of pub lic  r ig h t,  which ought I t s e l f  to  be punished by the law." In 
M arshall's  opinion, i f  applause was perm itted in a th e a tre , then h issing  
should be a lso . With regard to  the charges of an organized opposition, 
Marshall was of the  opinion th a t such a venture was almost impossible 
to  carry  out and " e x is ts  fo r the most p a rt only in  the diseased mind of 
a se lf-conceited  author or a c to r ."
"A Comment from the P i t ,"  signed A. Harvey pointed out one 
s ig n if ic a n t fa c t not h ith e r to  s tre sse d . This was th a t the p ress had 
"unanimously" condemned the  plays in  q u estio n .4 Hence, said Harvey, 
the  v e rd ic t of the p i t  had c e r ta in ly  not been unreasonable. And in  con­
clusion he Issued a warning to  dram atists:
. . . Authors should, understand th a t second and 
th ird  ra te  p lays , e sp ec ia lly  from those who have 
led us to  expect b e tte r  th ings, w ill not be t o l ­
erated  in  these days of enlightenment and promise,
even with the help of the p o lic e .
(August, 1880, 74)
"A Word' from a C r itic "  was signed by Joseph Knight. Knight 
appointed himself the  "peacemaker" and in th is  ro le  upheld the  r ig h ts  
of the audience to  express th e ir  approval and disapproval by applauding 
and h iss in g . On the  o ther hand, Knight believed th a t the  Judgement of 
th e  audience should be given a t the  conclusion of the e n tire  p lay ; 
th a t  "m anifestations of disapproval should . . .  be o rderly"; th a t the
^ h e  reviewer of Jacks and J i l l s  did condemn the p lay  in  the
Ju ly , 1880, issue . However, The Guv'nor received a good review, although 
the  c r i t i c  did not see the f i r s t  n ight performance. The Theatre, August, 
1880, pp. 114-116.
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decisions of the  audience should be ‘'Just*1 but m erciful. In add ition  
Knight was in  agreement v l th  an e a r l ie r  synposium p a rtic ip a n t th a t the 
conposltlon of th e  p i t  had changed. Hence, in c linging  to  i t s  t r a d i­
t io n a l ro le  of c r i t i c ,  th e  present-day p i t  should exercise  leniency.
"A m ajority of those . . . who in  the  time of ’She Stoops to  Conquer,1 
went in to  the p i t  to  look a f te r  the fo rtunes of the  p iece, would now be 
found in  other po rtions of the  th e a tre ."  With K night's comments, the  
symposium ended.
From the statem ents of the  symposium p a rtic ip a n ts  i t  i s  apparent
th a t th e  la te  V ictorian  playgoer regarded i t  as h is  r ig h t and p riv ileg e
to  express disapproval by h iss in g  and, conversely, to  show h is  approval
by applauding. That the  m atter of h iss in g  was taken se riously  can be
seen from a study of the  a r t i c le s  and comments on th is  subject in  The
Theatre. Our Omnlbus-Box of September, 1880, reported  th a t  the  p r lv i-
✓
lege of h iss in g  had been te s te d  in a court case, and th a t the m agistrate 
had upheld the  r ig h t  of the h ls s e r . Said the Omnlbus-Box, " . . .  One 
of the  bargains between public  and p ro p rie to r—whether he own the stage, 
the  p lay , or th e  bu ild ing—is  t h i s  long-estab lished  r ig h t of h iss in g ."  
Dutton Cook, . c r i t i c  and dramatic h is to r ia n , re fe rre d  to  the  case men­
tioned above, and to  o thers preceding i t ,  a l l  of which had firm ly  estab­
lished  the  r ig h t  to  h is s .  However, Cook pointed out th a t the  manager 
had the  r ig h t  to  expel undesirable  pa trons. Therefore Cook advised the 
audience "to  contro l th e ir  more censo ria l emotions as much as p o ss ib le , 
and, i f  they must h is s ,  to  do th e ir  s p i r i t in g  gen tly , and h is s  a f te r  a 
moderate and p a c if ic  manner." (October, 1883, 178-184)
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There I s  evidence th a t  a t le a s t  one audience did not heed 
Cook’s temperate In junction . According to  the review of The Spider’s 
Web. "the p i t ,  strong in  i t s  power, h issed  th e  p lay  o ff  the stage in  
s t r i c t  accordance with i t s  Just d e s e r t s .” The anonymous reviewer 
h e a r t i ly  supported th e  p i t .  "To have given countenance to  such a work 
would have been a premium on care le ss  and thoughtless management," he 
said approvingly. (January, 1884, 40-41)
However, whiie th e  r ig h t to  h is s  was conceded, w rite rs  in  The 
Theatre f e l t  th a t  th e re  were c e rta in  ground ru le s , so to  speak, which 
must be observed. An audience was granted the  p riv ileg e  of h iss in g  
whenever I t  disapproved of an indecent or blasphemous statement or 
gesture,®  or whenever I t  considered a production to  be shoddy beyond 
endurance, as In the  case of The Spider’s Web. However, i t  was d e f i­
n ite ly  regarded as In fra  d ig , fo r  an audience to  "c a ll"  fo r an author 
whose work had d isp leased , In order to  h is s  the  unfortunate v ictim  off
g
the stage . Notwithstanding, the March, 1880, Omnlbus-Box says s ig n i f i ­
can tly , "Often and o ften , a f te r  a sad f a i lu r e ,  authors have been rash 
enough to  misjudge the  mistaken compliment, and have been howled o ff 
the  s ta g e ."  Conditions d id  not Improve p e rcep tib ly  In th is  re sp ec t, 
fo r  Clement S co tt, w riting  in  February, 1884, shows h is  d is tr e s s  in  
the  follow ing manner:
Too o ften  now-a-days the  a r t i s t  and author a lik e  
a re  mere p lay th ings, to  be tossed  about h ith e r  and 
th ith e r  by an audience u t te r ly  in d iffe re n t to  the
5The T heatre . August, 1880, p . 71.
6See, fo r  Instance, Joseph Knight’ s comment, The T heatre .
August, 1884, p . 57.
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d ig n ity  of dramatic a r t ,  and presumably ca re le ss  
of th e  personal fee lin g s  of those who endeavour 
to  amuse them.
(February, 1884, 63)
In October, 1889, J .  T. Grain—best known to  us today fo r  h is  
a f f i l i a t io n  with the  Independent Theatre movement—spoke out against 
hum iliating d ram atists  fo r a very cogent reason.
But hooting a man, destroying the v i t a l i t y  of a 
work . . .  i s  an e v i l  p o licy  that cannot but in ­
jure the prospectB of dramatic litera tu re ; fo r , in  
anathematising a n ov ice's work an audience may nip 
in  the bud an unripe but promising ta le n t .  . . .
(October, 1889, 192)
Furthermore, i t  was not considered f a i r  to  express disapproval of a 
performer because c e r ta in  aspects of h is  personal l i f e  had offended. The 
Omnlbus-Box of August, 1883, published a strong reprimand sent in by 
the m agazine's music c r i t i c ,  Beatty-K lngston. R eferring  to  the  per­
s is te n t  dem onstrations of opera tic  audiences d irec ted  aga in st the  tenor 
N lcolln l who was the  beloved P a t t i 's  second husband, Beatty-Klngston 
commented:
People who h is s  an ac to r because he has th e  supreme 
good fortune to  be beloved by a  b eau tifu l and g if te d  
woman are  more l ik e ly  to  be prompted by envy than  by 
v irtuous ind ignation . But, w ith in  th e  w alls of the  
th e a tre , applause or i t s  converse have to  do w ith the 
a c to r 's  performance on the  stage, not with h is  p riv a te  
adventures—a fa c t which B ritish  opera-goers of a l l  
so c ia l c la sses  cannot be too e a rn es tly  reminded o f, 
inasmuch a s  they are  f a r  too ap t to  l e t  th e ir  p re ju ­
d ices  in te r fe re  with th e i r  t a s te  and Judgment. . . •
(August, 1883, 108)
Feeling a s  they  did about th e  Englishman's in a lien ab le  r ig h t to  
h is s ,  the  w rite rs  in  The Theatre found i t  d i f f i c u l t  to  understand the 
le s s  dem onstrative American audiences. Joseph Hatton, describ ing  an
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American audience in 1878, observed th a t  nthough they have not le a rn t 
the  c iv iliz e d  p rac tic e  of h iss in g  an a r t i s t  or a  p lay, they know how to  
show th e ir  disapprobation by rows of empty benches.1’7 The playwright 
Bronson Howard a lso  found an American audience d isconcerting  in  i t s  
p la c id ity .
A member of a New York f i r s t  night audience makes 
the  French expression l i t e r a l —he a s s i s t s ,  and i t  
i s  not h is  f a u l t  i f  h is  a ss is ta n ce  i s  in  vain.
This c h a ra c te r is t ic  makes an absolute fa i lu re  in  
th a t  c i ty  the  most ghastly  and formidable th ing  of 
itB  kind known to  the  c iv il iz e d  world. An author 
or manager can brace h is  nerves against the  noisy 
indignation  of a d isgusted  and demonstrative audience.
He can endure le s s  e a s ily , but s t i l l  endure, the  tender 
silence  of a grieved and disappointed audience. But 
what amount of w rith ing  and gnashing of th e  te e th  can 
express h is  fee lin g s  when an audience . . . c a l l s  up 
th e  cu rta in  on the  f i r s t ,  second, th ird , and fourth  
a c ts  of a  new p lay , and tw o-th irds of i t  q u ie tly  walk 
out of the house before the  c u rta in  r i s e s  on the 
f i f t h  ac t?
(August, 1879, 26)
However, in  March, 1896, Walter H errles Pollock, a c r i t i c ,  
gave signs of a change in  a t t i tu d e  toward the  p rac tice  of h iss in g . 
R eferring to  the  American p ra c tic e  of expressing disapproval by walking 
out of the  th e a tre , Pollock observed:
Such an a t t i tu d e  cannot n a tu ra lly  be ca lled  o ffensive .
I t  i s  a p ro te s t ,  but a s i le n t  one; and i t  i s  not open 
to  th e  ob jection  to  h iss in g , which I have la te ly  heard 
nea tly  p u t, th a t  h iss in g  ought not to  be regarded as 
the  negative of th e  p o s itiv e  ca lled  applause, but ra th e r  
as a la s t  re s o r t ,  a weapon to  be taken up ag a in st some 
gross breach of decorum, whether on the stage or among 
the audience.
(March, 1895, 149)
The T heatre . October, 1878, p . 209. Hatton wrote another paper 
on American audiences fo r  th e  May, 1881, is su e . He commented again on 
the  Moddn behavior of the  American audience.
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One wonders whether Pollock was ahead of h is  time In expressing these 
sentim ents or whether he was merely recording the  prevalen t a t t i tu d e  of 
h is  tim e. More than lik e ly , he was leading the way, so to  speak.
To re tu rn  to  the August, 1880, symposium on the policemen in  
the p i t ,  I t  i s  evident th a t one other con troversia l m atter was con­
sidered  by the  various co n trib u to rs . This was the  charge made by authors 
and managers whose p lays had been 111 received, th a t they had been the 
victim s of an "organized re s is ta n c e ."  James Albery, the author of the 
I l l - f a te d  Jacks and. J i l l s , had dashed "In fro n t of th e  cu rta in  to  ta lk  
a t random about organised oppositions and consp iracies against him."
On th a t  same occasion, May 29, 1880, one of the  actor-managers had in te r ­
rupted him self in  the  midst of a scene to  reprove the  audience fo r  i t s  
conduct. The reviewer of the  p lay , Clement S co tt, had expressed vehe­
ment disapproval of the  stand taken by the  author and th e  manager.
Scott declared In no uncertain  terms th a t I t  had been a bad p lay , and 
i t  was th a t alone, th a t  had aroused the "righ teous Ind ignation ,"  of the 
p a tro n s .8
There i s  ample evidence th a t  the Issue of organized re s is tan c e  
was ra ise d  from time to  time by ce rta in  authors and managers who ap­
paren tly  could not accept the  f a i lu re  of a  production as one of the 
Inev itab le  rlskB  of the  th e a tre  business. As la te  as February, 1897, 
Arthur William a Beckett gave the matter serious considera tion . A 
Beckett*8 ideas have an unusual sign ificance  because he him self was a
O
°Even S co tt, however, eventually  began to  f in d  f a u l t  with the 
p i t .  Our Omnlbus-Box of February, 1888, s trong ly  condemned the  p i t ' s  
lack of courtesy and fa irn e s s . "To see a woman In te a r s  on th e  stage 
or an old fr ien d  paralysed  w ith astonishment i s  not a  p re tty  sp ec tac le , 
and u t te r ly  opposed to  th a t  s p i r i t  of ch ivalry  and f a i r  p lay  th a t  once 
was th e  boast of Bngllshmen." Pp. 93-97.
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dram atist a s w ell a s  a c r i t i c  with th i r ty  years1 experience in  the 
th e a tre . As an author a Beckett could well sympathize with the d is ­
appointments engendered by a dramatic f a i lu r e .  However, he thought 
th a t nthe tru e  cause of a p la y 's  f a i lu re  i s  i t s  Inherent weakness." 
Hence, he sa id , "managers with a grievance on th is  poin t are unduly 
s e n s it iv e ."  One i s  Inclined  to  agree with Scott and A Beckett.
In sho rt, the charac ter of the  p i t  had changed or was in  the
process of changing during the  period  covered by The T heatre . I t  be­
came increasing ly  apparent th a t the  p i t ' s  time-honoured c r i t i c a l  capaci­
t i e s  were lessened fo r two cogent reasons. F i r s t ,  the  character of the
playgoers in  th e  p i t  had changed considerably from the fin e  types rep re ­
sented by H a z litt  and Lamb, who had exercised th e ir  c r i t i c a l  c ap a c itie s  
from the vantage po in t of the  p i t .  Second, during th is  period , the  
managers were e ith e r  abolish ing  the p i t  a lto g e th er or pushing th a t area 
fu rth e r and fu r th e r  back under the  balcon ies, so th a t th e  p i t  was no 
longer in  Intim ate contact with the stage perform ers. In th i s  connec­
tio n  the  remarks of Beerbohm are  p e rtin e n t. R eferring to  h is  experience 
in the  p i t ,  he says:
Not u n t i l  I  was seated  did I r e a l is e  th a t  the  play 
had begun.. Yes, th e re , a t  a d istance of what seemed 
to  be f i f t y  dark m iles or so, was a patch of yellowish 
l ig h t;  and th e re in  c e r ta in  tin y  f ig u re s  were moving.
They were tw itte r in g , to o , these f ig u re s . . . .  I 
stra ined  my ea rs , I s tra in ed  my eyes.9
In l ig h t  of these  f a c ts ,  i t  i s  h ighly  Improbable th a t the  occupants of 
th e  p i t  during the e ra  of The Theatre could have been very re l ia b le  
c r i t i c s .
®Max Beerbohm, op,. c l t . , p . 426.
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The giving of o rd ers . Two other problems connected with the 
audience plagued the  w rite rs  of The T heatre. They w ill be d ea lt with 
b r ie f ly .  The f i r s t  concerns the giving of o rders, or complimentary 
t ic k e ts  to  playgoers. The Watch-Tower of September, 1878, commented 
on "the whole groups of torm entors who a re  always p este rin g  . . . fo r 
•o rd e rs ,1 and who a re  proud of the  fa c t th a t they never pay to  go Into 
a th e a tr e .” According to  the  Watch-Tower, once these o rder-hunters 
have gotten in  the hab it of g e ttin g  Into the th e a tre  by o rders, then 
i t  is  h ighly  un like ly  th a t  they w ill  ever again be w illin g  to  pay fo r 
th e ir  se a t3 .
In the same issue , th e  playwright H. J . Byron defended the 
managerial p rac tic e  of d is tr ib u tin g  o rders . According to  Byron, the 
sigh t of an empty or near-empty th e a tre  was "depressing” to  the  audience 
and "d ishearten ing” to  the a c to r . Therefore, Byron argued th a t i t  was 
b e tte r  to  do some Judicious "papering” of the house, as the  p rac tic e  was 
c a lle d . Moreover, Byron contended th a t i f  the manager took care to  give 
orders "where they are valued, and to  people who w ill probably be pleased 
with the  perform ance," then these s a t is f ie d  persons would advertise  the  
p lay . Besides, the  re c ip ie n t of the  free  t ic k e t  was apt to  bring  along 
a friend  who would pay fo r  h is  t ic k e t .  So, Byron concluded, "The order 
system is  in  i t s e l f  not the  ev il i t  is  s ta ted  to  be; i t s  abuse may be 
so, but th a t  i s  th e  m anagers f a u l t . "  (September, 1878, 111)
George Grossmith, Jun ior, an a c to r , wrote fe e lin g ly  of being 
pestered  by fr ie n d s , acquaintances, and o thers who could not even claim 
the l a t t e r  d is t in c t io n , fo r  free  passes. I f  we may believe  the ac to r,
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most o f the requests came for private boxes or s t a l l s  nfor  a Saturday
♦
night during the  height of the  p la y ’s success ." Grossmlth had a word 
of advice fo r  h is  friends*
True fr ien d s  of an ac to r should bear th i s  In mind, 
th a t he I s  expected to  help to  draw money to  the 
th e a tre  a t  which he appears, and th a t h is  managers 
very soon discover when he a t t r a c t s  nothing but
"order8*" (November, 1878, 286)
Managers and a c to rs  were not the only ones receiv ing  requests 
fo r  passes. The November, 1892, Notes of the  Month column complained 
th a t  e d ito rs  of papers, p a r t ic u la r ly  th e a tr ic a l  ones, were constan tly  
besieged by " to ta l  s trangers" fo r complimentary t ic k e ts .  An a r t i c le  
in  February, 1894, Inveighed ag a in st " lig h t-h ea rted  impostors" who t ry  
to  obtain fre e  t ic k e ts  by posing as c r i t i c s .  The author urged the 
a b o litio n  of the "free  l i s t "  a lto g e th e r. (February, 1894, 64-69)
In 1896 A lfred Paterson expre&sed h is  b e lie f  th a t the problem 
posed by the  so -ca lled  deadhead was lik e ly  to  plague managers "for 
generations to  come."- Consequently he o ffered  a  suggestion to  the 
managers fo r  dealing  with the deadheads. He proposed th a t  those who 
receive  f re e  passes should be asked to  con tribu te  to  the A ctors ' Benevo­
le n t  Fund, "a most deserving c h a r i ty ."  In P a terso n 's  opinion h is  
scheme would b en efit both the tick e t-cad g er and the  ac ting  p ro fession .
The mere fa c t  of I t  costing  something . . .  to  be 
present a t  a performance I s  l ik e ly  to  make one pay 
more a tte n tio n  to  the  p lay  than would be th e  case 
I f  one got in  e n tire ly  free ; and thus good would be 
done to  those who produced th e  piece as well a s to  
the  In s t i tu t io n  fo r  which the  c o lle c tio n  was made.
(February, 1896, 82)
An a r t i c l e  In th e  September issue  of the same year again rev iled  
th e  various species of deadheads fo r  th e ir  In g ra titu d e , In  th is  fashion:
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These "order” cravers a re  never so s a t is f ie d  as 
those who pay, and they a re  seldom heard to  recom­
mend a show; . . . .They seldom or never give a-"hand" 
to  th e  p lay  or p lay e rs , or have a good word fo r  the 
management.
(September, 1896, 150)
Audience e t iq u e t te . Another problem dealing with the audience 
which co n sis ten tly  vexed w rite rs  fo r The Theatre was what we might c a ll  
th e  m atter of th ea tre  e tiq u e t te .  The behavior of th e  la te  V ictorian  
audiences was f a r  from sa tis fa c to ry , Judging from the substance of the 
a r t i c le s  In the magazine. We have a lready seen th a t the p i t  was requested 
to  be more courteous, but the other sec tions of the  playhouse came in  
fo r  th e i r  share of reprimands. Emily F a lth fu ll  severely  chided the oc­
cupants o f the s t a l l s  and boxes fo r carry ing  on conversations during the  
p lay  and fo r confounding the felony by making la te  entrances to  the 
p lay . Moreover, the "dandy of the n ineteenth  century" was chided fo r  
rushing p ast other people a t the  end of each ac t fo r a drink or a smoke, 
and then "re tu rn ing  with studied courtesy a f te r  the  fresh  ac t has com­
menced." A dditionally , Miss F a lth fu ll  deplored the  studied ind iffe rence  
and.unreBponslveness of "our languid youths and In sip id  maidens of the 
g ilded  o rd e r ."  (September, 1879, 76-78)
Confessing th a t she had been "grieved" fo r  some years a t the  
"vagaries" of the  audience, Lady Pollock had some a c id ic  comments to  
make on th i s  su b jec t. She too complained about the  lack of a tte n tio n  
paid by th e  audience to  th e  stage i t s e l f .  She c ited  the  "pedantic" 
playgoer "who knows every sy llab le  of the  te x t ,  and audibly checks the  
perform ance." The lady who co n tinua lly  fu sses with her c lo th ing  and 
ru s t le s  her fan constan tly ; the  playgoer who i s  so In ten t upon follow ing 
th e  play with th e  book th a t  "he n e ith e r hears nor sees, he does nothing
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but hunt”; "the once-a-year playgoer, who Is  nervous, suspicious, and 
In a constant s ta te  of a g ita t io n ”; a l l  these—and o thers—were held up 
a s  h o rrib le  examples. (February, 1880, 81-83)
Obstreperous f i r s t  night audiences were a lso  taken to  task  fo r 
th e i r  behavior. Our Omnlbus-Box of December, 1882, strongly  p ro tested  
th e  r id ic u le  heaped on Alfred Tennyson upon the  performance of h is  
p lay , The Promise of May. The Omnlbus-Box thought th a t  a person of 
Tennyson's eminence and worth was deserving of respec t a t  le a s t ,  from 
the audience. However, a  s in g u larly  Inept management had contributed  
to  th e  aud ience 's 111 temper beforehand by delaying th e  performance of 
th e  L aureate 's  work fo r an hour and a q u a rte r . Yet Omnlbus-Box did  not 
regard th is  as  su ff ic ie n t extenuation fo r  the  defec tions of the audience.
Clement Scott began h is  a r t i c l e  on f i r s t  n igh ts In the February, 
1684, Issue with t h i s  statem ent:
Matters a re  coming to  a c r i s i s  concerning f i r s t -  
night performances, and i t  Is  c le a r th a t  there  must 
be a reform sooner or la te r ,  I f  we do not deBlre to  
tu rn  our th e a tre s  Into bear-gardens, and wholly to  
degrade the character of English playhouses.
(February, 1884, 61)
The e d ito r went on to  observe th a t the  managers were d istu rbed  by the 
commotions of the audience and th a t the  p lay ers , “n a tu ra lly  anx ious,n 
were “frigh tened  out of th e ir  l iv e s .” In  S c o tt 's  opinion, the lo ss  of 
“reverence" on the p a rt of the  audiences was la rg e ly  a ttr ib u ta b le  to  the 
e f f o r ts  of th e  gossip colum nist.
The d isease  th a t has eaten Into the  c o n s titu tio n  
of f i r s t - n ig h ts  began when the audiences became a 
more fav o u rite  top ic  fo r  comment than the  a c to rs ,
. . . when th e  public  was asked to  take more In ­
te r e s t  In Lady B areacres' diamonds and Miss
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Montmorency's la te s t  companion than in  the  p lay , 
which was not th e  th in g  a t  a l l .
(February, 1884, 65)
And fo r  th is  d isease  Scott confessed th a t  he could see no cure.
The conditions which The Theatre lamented continued unabated, 
apparen tly . On the opening performance of Twelfth Night Ju ly  8, 1884, 
ce rta in  ind iv idua ls in  the  p i t  took to  hooting and howling in  order to  
s ig n ify  th e ir  d isapproval, and singled out the  highly respected  Henry 
Irv in g  fo r  t h i s  opprobrium. This unfortunate  tu rn  of events stim ulated 
a symposium discussion  in th e  August, 1884, issue, to  say nothing of 
c r itic ism  from Our Omnlbus-Box. The th ree  tak ing  p a rt in  the  symposium 
were a l l  c r i t i c s ,  Joseph Knight, Frank M arshall, and J .  Palgrave Simpson. 
A ll were unanimous in  excoria ting  the small but noisy band of howlers.
As Simpson put i t ,  "There was no reason why any discom fort should have 
occasioned the  hooting of a  b eau tifu l p lay  and a g rea t a c to r; to  speak 
of i t  as  an expression of public  opinion would be preposterous."
D espite the  appeals to  th e i r  b e tte r  na tu re , d esp ite , even 
appeals to  the  tra d itio n a l  English sense of f a i r  p lay , the th ea tre  
audlenceB fa ile d  to  reform . Bvidence i s  to  be found in a r t i c l e s  which 
appeared in  February, 1886; in  Ju ly , 1889; and in  May, 1897. The sub­
stance of these  papers has already been given in  e a r l ie r  a r t i c l e s  on 
th i s  sub jec t. From them i t  can be seen th a t  a l l  sections of the house— 
p i t ,  g a lle ry , s t a l l s  and boxes—continued th e i r  discourteous ways un­
stayed.
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A National Theatre 
ffrltln g  on February 22, 1902, Max Beerbohm commented, "The 
monotony of the  outcry fo r  a National Theatre i s  broken, nov and again , 
by an outcry fo r a National School of A cting ."10 The pages of The 
Theatre reveal th a t  both of these  p ro je c ts  were being ca re fu lly  studied 
from the  f i r s t  issues of the  magazine. An a r t i c l e  in  the  August, 1878, 
number took a very op tim istic  view of the  p o s s ib i l i t i e s  of a subsidised 
th e a tre .
There was a tim e, and th a t  not so very long ago, 
when any proposal having th i s  end in  view could 
only have expected to  meet with angry su rp rise , 
with laughing Bcorn, or a t  le a s t  w ith s i le n t  
contempt. . . . There have, however, of la te  been 
several in d ica tio n s  th a t  the  time has arrived  when 
the arguments fo r  and ag a in st some S ta te  recogni­
tio n  of th e  dramatic a r t  may be soberly and f a i r ly  
discussed. . . . The mere promise, however, of 
introducing the  sub jec t, no m atter how badly and 
how in e ffe c tiv e ly , to  th e  consideration  of P a r lia ­
ment, I s  something, in  so Tar as i t  shows the 
d irec tio n  in  which the  wind i s  thought to  be 
veering; and a more Important in d ica tio n  of what 
the public opinion of th e  fu tu re  promises to  be 
i s  afforded by a  d ec la ra tio n  made by Mr. Gladstone 
in a l e t t e r  to  th i s  p e rio d ica l la s t  March.11
(August, 1878, 7)
Besides these  very favorable signs, the  a r t i c le  a lso  pointed out th a t 
opposition from "many men of mark and Influence in  the  Church" was sub­
s id ing , now th a t the  moral Influence of the drama w a B  being more widely 
recognized.
Moreover, the a r t i c l e  Indicated  th a t su itab le  precedent had been 
estab lished  fo r governmental a id  to  th e  drama.
10Max Beerbohm, 0£ . c l t . .  p . 195.
11In  March, 1878, The Theatre was operating as a weekly, and hence 
G ladstone's l e t t e r  does not come w ith in  the  l im its  o f the  p resen t study.
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For good or fo r  e v il ,  the  S ta te  a lready In te r­
fe re s  to  do fo r  u b  innumerable th ings th a t  could, 
a f te r  a fash ion , be done fo r  us by p riv a te  en te r­
p r is e .  . . .  I t  has yet to  be proved e ith e r  th a t  
th e  Drama i s  unworthy of a subsidy in  England, 
or th a t i t  would not benefit by any subsidy th a t 
i t  might ob ta in .
(August, 1878, 8)
The opposition of those who favored p riv a te  en te rp rise  was acknowledged,
but i t  was argued th a t no p riv a te  agency could possib ly  be expected to
acconplish the ob jec tives of a na tio n a l th e a tre .
Does p riv a te  en te rp rise  fin d  i t s e l f  equal to  the 
ta sk  of p resen ting  th e  noblest English dramas by 
thorougly; [ s ic ]  adequate companies a l l  year round?
Can a manager, who n ecessa rily  has a keen eye fo r 
p r o f i t ,  be expected to  avoid the  long-run system, 
th e  ns t a r n system, and the  system of discouraging 
a l l  young playw rights and young p layers u n t i l  th e ir
names a re  made? Can p riv a te  en te rp rise  found a
school of a c tin g , except in  the  lim ited  sense in
which a th e a tre  . . . gives to  i t s  performances a 
c h a ra c te r is tic  manner of i t s  own?
(August, 1878, 9)
Moreover, th e  su p e rio rity  of the Theatre Fran9 a lse  in  personnel 
and in  re p e r to ire  was a ttr ib u te d  to  the fa c t th a t i t  was subsid ised . In 
re tu rn  fo r  high p re s tig e , steady employment, ample le isu re  tim e, and the 
p rospects of a  pension upon re tirem en t, the  French ac to rs  and a c tre sse s  
were w illin g  to  accept "comparative smallness of sa la ry ."  These ad­
vantages, a lleged  to  be the  b asis  of the  success of th e  T heatre, were 
obtainable only by government support.
In the meanwhile, th e  a r t i c l e  concluded hopefully , " a l l  th a t  we 
can do i s  to recognise and apprecia te  every l i t t l e  advance made by ind i­
vidual e ffo r t  to  approach th e  achievement of our id ea l th e a tre , and to  
keep s te a d ily  in  view the a r t i s t i c  ends which we hope one day to  see ac­
complished by a subsidised na tio n a l th e a tre ."
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Opposition to  the  idea of a na tional th e a tre  was voiced in  the  
follow ing month by H. J .  Byron, a  popular playwright of the  tim e. He 
s ta te d  h is  p o sitio n  a s  follow s:
Such an in s t i tu t io n  as a na tional th e a tre  would in ­
ev itab ly  co llapse  amidst heartburnings, je a lo u s ie s , 
c o n flic t of opinions, and general chaos. The B ritish  
public  and th e  B ritish  playgoer would look upon the  
na tio n a l scheme as something th a t "ought to  be sup­
p o rted ;"  but would Inev itab ly  keep away as they always 
do when they are to ld  they should go anywhere to  be 
"Improved."
(September, 1878, 112)
In th a t same year—1878—The Theatre published th e  sa lie n t p o in ts  
of a  paper read by Qeorge Godwin, F .R .S ., a t the  Social Science Congress, 
in  which he warmly advocated th e  establishm ent of a subsidised th e a tre .
He stressed  the  performance of p lays "of th e  highest character"  and se r­
vice a s  a school fo r  p layers as the  two p rin c ip a l b e n e fits  to be derived 
from a th e a tre  of th i s  s o r t .  Godwin was p a r tic u la r ly  d is tre s se d  th a t the 
English stage was "disgraced" by the  presence of incompetent perform ers 
who owed th e ir  stage careers to  q u a l i t ie s  other than th e  a b i l i ty  to  a c t .  
The consciousness of French su p e rio rity  in  acting  i s  evident in  th is  
paper a lso .
In d iffe ren t a s  the French p a rte rre  may be to  the 
Immorality of a l ib r e t t o , complacently as i t  may 
contemplate the  human (female) form d iv ine , 
l ib e ra l ly  developed by th e  f a i r  performers in  i t ,  
incapacity  i s  an offence immediately v is i te d  with 
indignant s ib i la t io n .
(December, 1878, 347)
Although Hawkins, then ed ito r of the  magazine, was very much in  
favor of a na tional th e a tre , he i s  to  be commended fo r allowing those 
opposed to  the movement to  have th e i r  say a lso . Such a one was Henry 
Peat, who, while acknowledging th a t  managers were motivated by commercial
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ra th e r  than a r t i s t i c  considera tions, f e l t  th a t hopes of a reform by 
means of subsid iza tion  were "v isionary , or a t  le a s t ,  destined  to  no 
ea rly  fu lf ilm e n t."  According to  Peat, large segments of the populace 
were prejudiced against any so rt of th e a tre , end, besides, "denuncia­
tio n s  . . . would rin g  from the p u lp it over the length and breadth of 
th e  land ." More im portant, Peat thought th a t  th ere  would be p ra c tic a l 
d i f f ic u l t i e s  in  running a S ta te  th e a tre . He pred icted  gloomily th a t 
th e  prospects of the Government's appointing a manager with the proper 
a r t i s t i c  q u a lif ic a tio n s  were very dim indeed. Moreover, he foresaw the 
p o s s ib i l i t i e s  of the th e a t r e 's  becoming the la s t  refuge of p layers whose 
powers were f a s t  fad ing .
. . . The mode in  which Government appointments are  
made in  our country, where, except in  the  case of 
p laces open to  com petition, in te re s t  too o ften  p re­
v a ils  over m erit, renders i t  f a r  from probable th a t 
the h ighest considerations would guide the  Government 
in  th e  a ll-im p o rtan t se lec tio n  of the f i r s t  manager 
of a new ly-established na tional th e a tre . . . . There 
would probably be found in the  company many a worn- 
out ac to r of the so -called  leg itim ate -schoo l, who had 
mouthed and ran ted  himself in to  a kind of rep u ta tio n , 
and who would now be secured the  p r iv ile g e  of making 
a pa in fu l d isp lay  of h is  decaying powers before an 
audience too good-natured to  recognise the  sen ile  in ­
capacity  of an old fav o u rite .
(February, 1879, 29)
A dditionally , Peat a sse rted  th a t  even in  France the  Odeon, another 
na tional th e a tre , was a  " s tr ik in g  instance" of managerial abuse of the 
system. Therefore, he suggested th a t  a group of "men of wealth and 
a r t i s t i c  ta s te "  might e s ta b lish  a th e a tre  which would correct the e v ils  
of the  p resen t system without incu rring  "the e v ils  and p e r i l s  of S ta te  
management." The example of the  Duke of Melnlngen's th e a tre  was c ited  
as one worthy of emulation.
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The Watch-Tower or A pril, 1879, was devoted to  the  sub ject of 
the national th e a tre . The need fo r  such a th ea tre  was re-emphaslzed.
What I s  wanted I s  a th e a tre  which can d e lib e ra te ly  
se t I t s e l f  to  lead ra ther than to  follow  the public 
ta s te ,  which can afford  to  d isregard  the passing  pop­
u la r i ty  of the moment, and which can re ly  on the 
worthiness of i t s  self-im posed task s and the  a r t i s t i c  
adequacy of th e ir  accomplishment.
(A pril, 1879, 147)
R eferring to  a meeting apparently  convened a t Covent Garden fo r  the 
purpose of fu rth e rin g  the movement, the Watch-Tower remarked th a t  the 
meeting had been fa r  from a success, mainly because th e  leading ac to rs  
and managers had not been in  a ttendance. I t  had been namlcablen of the 
Marquis Townshend to  accept the post of p res id en t, but the Watch-Tower 
questioned the appropriateness of h is  se lec tio n . The suggestion th a t  a 
th e a tre  be estab lished  before requesting  a subsidy was regarded as 
Judicious, but th e  support of those most deeply concerned was of primary 
Importance.
What we sh a ll requ ire  to  a sc e rta in  before asking 
th a t a na tional permanence I s  given to  the under­
tak ing  I s ,  th a t  the b est of our a c to rs  and a c tre s se s  
and managers are e n lis te d  in  i t s  cause e ith e r  from 
an ac tiv e  share in i t s  proceeding or fo r scarcely  
le s s  valuable countenance and support.
(A pril, 1879, 149-150)
There, seemingly, the  m atter res ted  since no more Is  heard of 
the su b jec t, u n t i l  September, 1893, when what Beerbohm would c a l l  another 
•'outcry11 was ra is e d . William Poel s ta r te d  th in g s ro l l in g  with an a r t i c le  
expounding the  functions of a na tional th e a tre . As Poel saw them, these  
functions were two in  number: to  preserve the  dram atic m asterpieces
and keep tr a d itio n s  of the  p ast a l iv e , and to  "lead popular thought in  
high and ennobling d ire c tio n s ."  Hence, the  w rite r f e l t  th a t th e  po licy  of the
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th e a tre  should be e s se n tia lly  conservative, taking care th a t the  r e a l i s ­
t i c  should not supersede the  p o e tic .
The extravagance of realism , so o ften  thought 
healthy and n a tu ra l, i s  w ith scarcely  any ex­
ception only perverse sen tim en ta lity , only the 
expression, in a r t i s t i c  a t  b e s t, of an enervated 
and d is to rte d  fe e lin g , an extravagant and de­
based sentiment in  comparison w ith which the 
sentiment of Shakespeare i s  t ru ly  re fre sh in g  
and inspiring*
(September, 1893, 166)
C learly , th ere  were as many ideas of what the  na tional th e a tre  should 
do as th e re  were supporters fo r i t s  establishm ent.
In  November, 1894, th e re  came support from a quarte r whose ab­
sence had been lamented e a r l ie r .  Henry Irv in g , probably the most highly 
respected  ac to r of th e  day, advocated the  founding of a municipal 
th e a tre  in  a speech de livered  to  the  ffalBhall L iterary  In s t i tu te .  The 
ac to r noted th a t  the  th e a tre  was taken fo r  granted a s  a p a rt of community 
l i f e  on th e  co n tinen t. Since—Irv ing  reasoned—the m unicipality  already 
provides th e  public  w ith such e s se n tia ls  as gus, water, lodging houses, 
museums and a r t  g a l le r ie s ,  why should i t  not provide a th e a tre  also?
The values of a municipal th e a tre  would be to  maintain high a r t i s t i c  
standards, to  t r a in  a c to rs , and "preserve the  d is t in c tio n  between the 
tru e  form of the  drama and the various entertainm ents which pass under 
i t s  name." (November, 1894, 216-220)
In te re s tin g ly , th e  Natch-Tower, commenting on I rv in g 's  proposi­
t io n  in  the same issu e , was f a r  from e n th u s ia s tic . The Natch-Tower f e l t  
th a t  Irv ing  was asking too much a t  p resen t, since the  a r t i s t i c  demands 
of such an e n te rp rise  would be too burdensome fo r  th e  municipal bodies 
to  carry  o u t. Moreover, the  Natch-Tower considered a th e a tre  to  be more
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conplex than an a r t  g a lle ry . Even more s ig n if ic a n t, i t  was f e l t  th a t 
public  sentiment vas not su f f ic ie n tly  strong fo r such a p ro je c t.
The next month's Echoes from the Green Room recorded I rv in g 's  
answer to  h is  c r i t i c s .  He wanted the  drama to  have the same pub lic  
recognition  as th e  o ther f in e  a r t s .  Also, as he envisioned i t ,  the  
proposed th e a tre  would be " 'under the con tro l of a c u ltiv a ted  and inde­
pendent d ire c to r—a man with a r t i s t i c  in s t in c ts  and a s u f f ic ie n tly  free  
h an d .'"  (December, 1894, 334)
Insp ired  by I rv in g 's  advocacy of a municipal th e a tre , Walter 
H erries Pollock made use of two anecdotes to  i l l u s t r a te  "some m atters 
not known perhaps to  every person who has taken p a rt in  th e  con troversy ." 
P o llo ck 's  main contention was th a t  the manager of a subsidised th ea tre  
was in  a most d i f f ic u l t  s itu a tio n .
He has to  bear the brunt in h is  own sole person of 
anything th a t goes wrong, or seems to  th e  public  on 
any night to  go wrong, in  the performance of opera 
or drama. . . . Add to  th is  the  w orries th a t every 
manager must be prepared to  endure from Jealousies 
and fac tio n s  in  the company, and you then have s t i l l  
an Incomplete notion of a l l  th a t  a contractor-manager 
under the  French Municipal Theatre arrangement has to  
combat.
(January, 1895, 16)
Another opponent of the  subsidised th e a tre  was one of the  former 
e d ito rs  of The T heatre . Clement S co tt. He spoke in  favor of m aintaining 
the  s ta tu s  quo, since he f e l t  th a t  the  In te re s ts  of a r t  would not be 
much b e tte r  served by a change in  the  present system. "For th e  p re se n t,"  
said  Scott,- "we can get on very well without s ta te -a id ed  th e a tre s  or 
actress-m anageresseB. The actor-manager and th e  occasional l i t e r a r y  and 
dramatic expert have done th e i r  work remarkably w e ll."  (May, 1895, 267)
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S c o tt*8 a tt i tu d e  probably explains the long silence  on th i s  sub jec t p re­
served by the  magazine during the years of h is  e d ito rsh ip .
An a r t i c l e  by S ir Edward R ussell in  May, 1897, began with a s ta te ­
ment which renewed In te re s t  in  the  endowed-theatre controversy. " I f  the 
a f f a i r s  of the nation could be d irec ted  with f u l l  In te llig e n c e ,"  began 
Ru b s o I I ,  "one th e a tre  a t le a s t ,  managed as the Lyceum Theatre i s  now 
managed, would be subsidised by the  S ta te ."  F u lly  re a liz in g  th a t the 
" d i f f ic u l t ie s  a re  obvious and the idea i s  U topian," R ussell pointed out 
th a t  there  were many hazards in  th e  production of "standard m asterp ieces." 
What with the ever-posslb le  "degradations" of public  t a s te ,  Russell 
thought th a t  the presen t trend  toward the  m asterpieces was a ttr ib u ta b le  
more to  the  managers than to  the  pub lic . Hence, he concluded, "the 
supply of entertainm ent of t h i s  h ighest c la ss  i s  always l ia b le  to  
cease ."  (May, 1897, 249)
Taking h is  cue from R u sse ll 's  f i r s t  statement quoted above,
J .  F . N lsbet, a c r i t i c ,  jumped in to  the fray  with the  thought th a t S ir 
Edward was too "expert a  p o lit ic ia n "  to  th ink  th a t a subsidised th ea tre  
would be fe a s ib le  except "only under an au tocracy ." According to  N lsbet, 
the  a r t i s t i c  standards to  be maintained in  the  na tional th e a tre  would 
merely be "a euphemism fo r  unpopular a r t . "  As he saw i t ,  the  many would 
be asked to  support a  p ro je c t which would appeal only to  th e  few.
No ta x  could nowadays be lev ied  upon the  people 
which could not be shown to  be fo r  the popular 
b e n e f i t , and a s  regards the  producing of a specia l 
and, above a l l ,  an unpopular form of drama, the 
question  of a  subsidy would be an extremely de­
batab le  one.
(June, 1897, 315)
Moreover, i f  the  public  i s  asked to  support th e  national th e a tre , then 
the  public must be given the kind of drama i t  wants.
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I f  the  g rea t heart of the  people goes out to  
Ur. A lbert Chevalier, Ur. Gus Elen, and the 
exce llen t Teetotum troupe, who sh a ll say th a t  
they ought not to  be subsidised? I t  I s  they , 
assuredly , or such aB they, who would obtain 
the  popular vote through which alone a dona­
tio n  of public money could be adm inistered.
(June, 1879, 316)
Nlsbet concluded by advising those who yearned fo r a subsidised th ea tre  
to  pin th e ir  hopes upon the  generosity  of "a m illio n a ire  or a syndicate 
of a rt- lo v in g  stockbrokers.”
Nlsbet drew a quick response from R ussell, whose remarks could 
only have e l ic i te d  approval from h is  co n s titu en ts . An id e a l, sa id  S ir 
Edward, was worth working towards even though i t  could never be r e a lis e d . 
Uoreover, R ussell pointed out th a t  none never knows what approaches to  
fu l ly  developed government may be made.” In any event, R ussell accused 
Nlsbet of basing h is  argument upon "want of sympathy with the Democracy,” 
and of Jumping to  conclusions about what the populace would or would not 
support. Speaking of those "who lik e  m usic-hall tu rn s ,” R ussell a sse rted :
Many of them are  q u ite  su ff ic ie n tly  in te l l ig e n t ,
and most of them might be made so, to  understand
th a t  S ir Henry Irv ing , fo r whom they have an im­
mense re sp ec t, or any o ther manager of great 
a u th o rity  and c la s s ic a l  ta s te ,  might very f a i r ly  
be enabled by the S ta te  to  produce continuously 
g rea t dram atic works, without ever having to  re ­
so rt to  In fe r io r  e n te rp rise s  in  order to  bring  
the  balance out on the  r ig h t  s id e .
(Ju ly , 1897, 13)
R eferring to  the  R ussell-N lsbet controversy over an endowed 
th e a tre , Bchoes from the Green Room commented, "The discussion  i s  one
of In te re s t ,  even i f  i t  should lead to  no p ra c tic a l  r e s u l t s .” (Ju ly ,
1897, 49) Nith th a t,o n e  should have to  agree.
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A Dramatic Academy
The m atter of a dramatic academy was c lo se ly  a l l ie d  v ith  the 
a g ita tio n  fo r  an endowed th e a tre . Indeed, in  the  minds of some, the 
school fo r  a c to rs  was a necessary adjunct of the  national municipal 
th e a tre . However, the  subject was a lso  considered Independently.
S co tt, one of th e  e d ito rs  of the magazine, supported the movement fo r 
a dramatic school but did not favor the establishm ent of a na tional 
th e a tre .
In te re s t in a p rospective dramatic school was maintained through­
out the  life tim e  of The T heatre. The Watch-Tower of September, 1879, 
pointed out th a t the  a sp irin g  young ac to r had only two dubious sources 
to  which he could tu rn  fo r  much-needed tra in in g , the  amateur production 
and "some so l-d lsa n t teacher of dram atic a r t . ” The re s u lt  was th a t 
generally  speaking, the  Bngllsh stage, unlike the  French, lacked evidence 
of tra in in g  in  "modulation, pronunciation, and volee-management," as 
well as uniform ity of ac ting  s ty le .  Consequently, the Watch-Tower 
plunged fo r  a tra in in g  school where the  would-be Roscius could learn  the 
"p rin c ip le s  of e locution" and "the manners pecu lia r to  d if fe re n t ages 
and to d if fe re n t conditions of so c ie ty ."  As fa r  as the w rite r was con­
cerned such an in s t i tu t io n  could be run by e ith e r  p riv a te  or public  
e n te rp r ise .
Stim ulated by th e  o ffe r made by a  Mrs. P f fe l f f e r ,  "a lady of 
ex ce llen t ta s te  and d is c re tio n ,"  of the  sum of one thousand pounds as 
a s t a r t  in  th e  regeneration  of the stage, Clement Scott strong ly  ad­
vocated the  use of th is  sum fo r  the founding of a "highly educated and 
cu ltu red  dram atic nu rsery ."  He too found the  m ajority  of ac to rs  
m iserably lacking  in  the  elements of dramatic technique.
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Half th e  young men on the  stage a t p resen t should 
go back to  school and be taught to  read . They 
should a ttend  the  class-room and study English 
l i te ra tu r e  In order to  acquire s ty le . I t  I s  use­
le s s  p u ttin g  good work before them, fo r  they do 
not understand I t .  . . .
(November, 1879, 201)
Hence Scott believed th a t ’’courses of lec tu re s  by p ro fesso rs of various 
branches of a r t ,  l ib r a r ie s  of costume and reference, lessons In fencing 
and deportment, and a th e a tre  with p ra c tic a l  In s tru c tio n , would be of 
Immense and Immediate advantage."
A ll th i s  was apparently  too much fo r Dutton Cook, who hastened 
to  throw some cold water upon the Infan t bonfire  l i t  by Scott and o ther 
e n th u s ia s ts . With regard to  a s ta te - th e a tre  and a "Thespian Academy," 
Cook declared th a t  ne ither proposal has a "very fea s ib le  a i r ,  and [they] 
a re  founded upon ra th e r mistaken estim ates of the ac to r and h is  a r t . "
He pointed out th a t  th e re  weru already av a ilab le  reference l ib ra r ie s  and 
a su ff ic ie n t number of language teachers. Since, he sa id , a c tin g  Is  not 
an "exact sc ien c e ,” even tually  the young ac to r must "depend upon h is  own 
Indiv idual ex ertio n s ."  Asked Cook,
Will he be the  b e tte r  and stronger fo r  the  hot-house 
tra in in g  he has received? Will not the Thespian 
Academy be open to  the charges brought against the 
other academies of f in e  a r t ,  to  the  e ffe c t th a t they 
"perpetuate mannerism, cramp o r ig in a li ty , and f e t t e r  
genius"?
(December, 1879, 269)
During the  year 1880 two schemes were presented—both by pro­
fesso rs—proposing e s se n tia lly  the  same th in g s . Both men wanted to  form 
a soc ie ty  or I n s t i tu te  fo r a c to rs  which would give the ac tin g  profession  
su itab le  p re s tig e  and recogn ition , and to  e s ta b lish  a dram atic academy. 
Professor Henry Morley proposed th a t the f i r s t  Fellows be composed of 
"eigh t of the  ch ief Bngllsh a c to rs , any e igh t well-known dram atic
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authors, and any e igh t known men of l e t t e r s  who are  In te re sted  in  the  
w elfare of th e  Bnglish stage, and who are  the f i r s t  to  agree to  work 
together fo r  the  founding of the  I n s t i t u t e .” According to  Morley, the  
primary duty of the In s t i tu te  would be to  e s ta b lish  a school to  t r a in  
young a c to rs , follow ing the  plan used by the  Royal Academy fo r  the 
tra in in g  of young a r t 1 s tb. The founding of a lib ra ry  would be a neces­
sary adjunct to  the  dramatic academy. Morley a lso  s ta te d  th a t  he, 
among o th e rs , had ca lled  a meeting of managers and a c to rs , which " le f t  
the  fu tu re  safe" In the  appointment of a committee of a c to rs . This com­
m ittee was to  do fu r th e r  work on th e  p ro jec t and then rep o rt to  "a 
meeting of the  whole p ro fess io n ."  (February, 1880, 76-79)
Despite the  p ro fe s so r 's  optimism, h is  p lan apparently  came to  
naught, fo r In  November of th a t  same year The Theatre ca lled  th e  a tte n ­
tio n  of I t s  readers to  the  subject of a "Royal Dramatic Society ,"  as 
proposed by Professor Fleeming Jenkln, F .R .S ., In a paper read before 
th e  Social Science Congress. In I t  Jenkln had suggested the  founding 
of a Royal Dramatic Society " 'n o t p rim arily  a s  a school, but a s  a body, 
rep resen ting  the  p ro fe s s io n ." 1 Although the  p ro fessor had gone so fa r  
a s  to  " 'w rite  out d ra f ts  fo r  a few b y -law s,'"  he stressed  the fa c t  th a t 
the  ac tin g  pro fession  should conduct I t s  own a f f a i r s .  However, Jenkln 
thought I t  Judicious to  have the  f i r s t  group of actor-Fellow s se lec ted  
by a  committee conposed of those ou tside  of the  p ro fession . The Theatre 
quoted Jenkln as fo llow s:
" I t  might be d i f f ic u l t  fo r  a body of ac to rs  and 
a c tre s se s , s e lf -se le c te d  and se lf -c o n s ti tu te d , to  
come forward and claim  th is  honour. A mere pro­
fe ss io n a l committee . . . would provide a t  le a s t 
one possib le  way of s ta r t in g  th e  scheme; and I f
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the  members o f th i s  committee were men of 
acknowledged weight, the profession  might 
accept even th e ir  blunders of se lec tio n  with 
re sp ec t—esp ec ia lly  as , by the mode of e lec tio n  
suggested, these  e rro rs  might soon be remedied 
by the  profession  I t s e l f . ”
(November, 1880, 274)
In th e  same Issue W. E. Henley hailed  the  Jenkln BCheme with 
unm itigated Joy. I f  we may believe Henley, Jenkln had found the solu­
tio n  to  every problem vexing the  a c tin g  profession  and I t s  supporters.
What Professor Jenkln aims a t I s  the f in a l  
recognition of h is tr io n ic s  as a serious pro­
fess io n , by th e  in s t i tu t io n  of a corporate body 
which sh a ll do fo r  th e  a r t  of a c tin g  what i s  done 
by the Royal Academy fo r the  a r t s  of p a in tin g  and 
scu lp tu re , and by the  College of Physicians fo r  
the science of medicine. . . .
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • a
. . .  As a teaching body th e  Society might take 
p a tte rn  In s e v e ra l  ways by the Conservatoire and 
the  Societe de la  Comedie-Franqaise . . . and i t  
would c rea te , organise, and contro l a complete 
system of In s tru c tio n . . . .  I t  would thus be 
rendered capable of receiv ing  g iftB  and bequests 
fo r  educational purposes, and e n ti t le d  to  ask fo r  
a Government g ran t.
(November, 1880, 275-277)
In February, 1882, Hamilton Aide, a playw right, to ld  the 
readers of The Theatre th a t  p lans were afoot fo r  the  c rea tio n  of a 
School of Dramatic Art which would have fo r I t s  aim the "technical 
education, on the  most moderate terms" of a l l  who wished to  become 
a c to rs . The w rite r  explained th a t  "the re a l  streng th  of the  under­
tak ing" lay  In th e  fa c t th a t  the General Committee was to  be composed 
of "gentlemen" w ith no stage connections whatsoever. Said Ald6,
" . . . I t  I s  hoped th a t such names as Lord W harncliffe, Lord Lytton, 
Lord Rowton, A lfred Tennyson, Mathew Arnold, Henry Morley, Wilkie 
C o llin s , . . . and many o th ers  w ill  be s u ff ic ie n t evidence of the
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character of the  undertak ing ." The board chosen to  plan the curriculum 
was to  consist of such ornaments of the  stage a s  Ur. Toole, Mrs. 
S t i r l in g ,  Miss Genevieve Hard, and o th e rs . In  add ition , there  was to  
be a group of lad le s  "who have promised th e i r  personal supervision, 
and whose attendance a t  the  school occasionally  w il l ,  i t  i s  f e l t ,  be of 
g rea t value, as w ell a s an encouragement to  the  female s tuden ts ."  These 
la d le s  would Include Lady (Theodore) M artin, Urs. Fanny Kemble, and Miss 
Mary Boyle.
The cooperation of the "eminent dramatic a r t i s t s "  was so l ic i te d . 
"Hith th a t  h e lp ,"  asserted  Aide, "we fe e l confident th a t the stage w ill 
not be a  refuge fo r In te l le c tu a l  d e s t i tu t io n , as i t  now th rea ten s  to  
become."
A secondary benefit to  be derived from the lec tu re s  to  be de­
liv e red  a t  the School, was to  be the  gradual enlightenment of audiences. 
"Our audiences . . . requ ire  some tra in in g  to  d is tin g u ish  and to  appre­
c ia te ."  (February, 1882, 73-76)
In October, 1882, Clement Scott gave a personal rep o rt of the 
School of Dramatic Art now about to  open i t s  doors to  p up ils  who had 
en ro lled  and had submitted " sa tis fa c to ry  re fe ren ces ."  Scott reported  
th a t  the  two men appointed by the  executive committee to  secure a 
su ita b le  s i t e  fo r  th e  school had succeeded in  find ing  "the very best 
p o ss ib le  p lace fo r th e  purpose in  a l l  London." The curriculum fo r the  
f i r s t  term would include lessons in  e locu tion ; in  fencing and dancing, 
both of which were to  be taught in  "a magnificent ball-room  with 
echoing ra f te r s " ;  and in  stage gestu re . A dditionally , there  were to  
be le c tu re s  on "Subjects of Dramatic in te r e s t ,"  to  which the public  
would be adm itted upon the payment of a fe e . Both la d le s  and gentlemen
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vere to  be enro lled  In the achool, but they would not a ttend  c la sse s  
to g e th e r. I t  was s te rn ly  emphasized th a t  the  School was to  be na place 
fo r  work and not fo r  t a lk ,"  and the p u p ils  were expected to  q u it  the 
prem ises as soon as they had completed th e ir  d ay 's  classwork.
There was a strong h in t th a t not a l l  of the a c tin g  p ro fession  
was In favor of the  new School of Dramatic A rt. The Omnlbus-Box of 
November, 1882, quoted W. Davenport Adams who supported the  school.
"The tone and p o sitio n  of the p ro fession  w ill be 
ra ised  when I t  co n s is ts  la rg e ly , I f  not exclusively , 
of persons who have been tra in ed  by accomplished 
teachers In  the a r t  they p ra c tis e ."
(November, 1882, 309)
Besides, so Adams s ta te d , tra in in g  of a c to rs  would b en efit the  p u b lic , 
fo r  "why should the public be a so rt of corpus v ile  fo r the novice to  
make h is  experiments upon?" In conclusion Adams declared th a t  tra in in g  
was required  fo r  other p ro fessions such a s  the  law or medicine; th e re ­
fo re , t ra in in g  might reasonably be a re q u is ite  fo r a  dramatic ca ree r. 
(November, 1882, 309-310)
I t  1b known th a t the  School of Dramatic Art ca rried  on fo r  a t  
le a s t  a term, fo r  Our Omnlbus-Box reported  th a t a "Speech Day" had 
brought the f i r s t  term to  a  successful close on December tw e n ty - f ir s t . 
A fter giving a b r ie f  c r i t iq u e  of th e  Ind iv idual performances, the 
Omnlbus-Box concluded: "This f i r s t  Speech Day augured w ell fo r  th e
fu tu re  of th e  Dramatic School of A rt."  (February, 1883, 133-134)
The Theatre does not t e l l  us to  what end th i s  School of Dramatic 
Art came, but th e re  i s  evidence th a t  I t  d id  not solve the  problem which 
had Insp ired  ltB  founding. Two a r t i c le s ,  w ritten  re sp ec tiv e ly  in  1888 
and 1890, show th a t the  tra in in g  of young a c to rs  was a subject s t i l l
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very much a liv e . In  an a r t i c le  e n t i t le d  MThe Actor a t School,” Henry 
Hurray again considered the  subject of the Bnglish Conservatoire, to  be 
found upon the  p a tte rn  se t by th e  Prench C onservatoire. For h is  te x t  
Hurray took a statem ent made by a prominent Prench ac to r to  the highly 
respected Prench c r i t i c ,  Sarcey, th a t the teaching a t the French i n s t i ­
tu tio n  " ’su sta in s th e  feeb le  and does not arreB t the s t r o n g . '” In 
Hurray ' b opinion, the tra in in g  a t the  Prench Conservatoire did rep ress 
the " ind iv idual e c c e n tr ic ity "  of the  a c to rs , th u s c rea tin g  a dead level 
of uniform ity .
The teaching leaves fa r  too l i t t l e  to  the natu ra l 
in te llig en c e  of the  p u p il. For the  expression of 
each emotion i t  fu rn ish es him with a se t .of fa c ia l  
and g e s tic u la to ry  movements, and so c a re fu lly  d r i l l s  
him in to  th e i r  use th a t  he lo ses the power of find ing  
fo r  him self expressions and movements more consonant 
w ith h is  proper a r t i s t i c  in d iv id u a lity .
(February, 1888, 74)
I f  we may believe Hurray, even the  best and most in d iv id u a lis tic  of the 
Prench a c to rs , Mounet-Sully, was hampered by the  ac ting  conventions 
learned in  youth. Murray a sse rted  th a t given the  p a r t  Mounet-Sully 
would p lay , he—Murray—would be able to  p red ic t exactly  how th e  acto r 
would p lay  i t .
Give me the  US. of a new p a rt  in  which he haB never 
appeared, and I w ill  undertake to  in d ica te  the exact 
lin e s  a t  which he w ill  bring  h is  heels  together, fo ld  
h is  arms, or extend h is  r ig h t  arm in  a s tra ig h t lin e  
from th e  Bhoulder. He performs these hackneyed gestu res 
with more l i f e  and na tu ra lness than other a c to rs  have 
a t  th e ir  command, but h is  ea rly  tra in in g  prevents him 
from using th e  p e rfe c tly  free  and unconstrained move­
ments which one of h is  genius, unhampered by i t ,  would 
be c e r ta in  to  f in d .
(February, 1888, 74-75)
As fo r  the  a c to rs  with l i t t l e  or no ta le n t ,  Murray had l i t t l e  
ch a rity  fo r  them. He saw no reason to  cloak th e i r  m ediocrity w ith the
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veneer of a se t of conventional ru le s . Indeed he thought the po licy  
of e lim inating  lnconpetents "by the potent law of na tu ra l se le c tio n ” 
was the  b e tte r  course. "Prank Incapacity to  express emotion by any 
means whatsoever I s  hardly more p a in fu l than the round of s ta le  l i t t l e  
t r ic k s  w ith which Conservatoire tra in in g  endows th e  lncapables of the 
French S tage," he a sse rte d .
In the second of the two a r t i c le s ,  the  here to fo re  despised 
amateur stage was advanced by B. W. Flndon as a possib le  tra in in g  school 
fo r  the a c tin g  a sp ira n t. Flndon was fu l ly  cognizant of the f a u l ts  of 
the amateur th e a tre , but he pointed out th a t with the decline  of the 
stock company and the  p resen t system of long runs—a trend much and 
frequen tly  lamented—the neophytes In the p ro fession  had very l i t t l e  
opportunity  to  gain experience In a v a rie ty  of ro le s . Accordingly, 
ra th e r  than a sta te-supported  school, which he thought would f a l l  " in  
an a r t i s t i c  sense," the  w rite r declared th a t  "the fu tu re  School of 
Dramatic Art i s  the  amateur c lub ."  Flndon suggested th a t a "Grand 
C entral Club" be formed to  which the amateur clubs could be adm itted. 
This Grand C entral Club scheme would n ecessita te  the  ac tiv e  support of 
the London managers, I t  was emphasized.
But, th e  club must, above a l l  th ings , have the  
a c tiv e  support of the th e a tr ic a l  manager. I t  must 
be c le a r ly  and d is t in c t ly  understood th a t  he w ill 
regard i t  a s  h is  re c ru itin g  ground, and th a t  i t  sh a ll 
be to  the  stage what our great m ilita ry  schools are  
to  th e  army.
(August, 1890, 67)
In  1893, c e r ta in  members of th e  a c tin g  p ro fession  were them- 
se lves becoming aware of th e  necessity  to  t r a in  budding a c to rs . In 
f a c t ,  Flndon1s a r t i c l e  had quoted Henry Irv in g  to  the e ffe c t th a t th e re
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was no place fo r  the young acto r to  get much-needed tra in in g . (August, 
1890, 65) George Alexander, a well-known actor-manager, spoke of the 
need fo r  young a c to rs  to  serve a period of appren ticesh ip , fo r  which 
the ac to r would be e lig ib le  only upon th e  passing of a  prelim inary 
examination. Alexander declared a dramatic school to  be ’’exactly  what 
i s  wanted in  England a t  the presen t tim e." He described the  school as 
follow s:
Such an in s t i tu t io n  would be aided and supported by 
our leading a c to rs , who would no more h e s ita te  to  
give th e i r  time aid ing  such a valuable school by 
"coaching" the  a sp iran ts , and' stage-managering the 
p lays in  which they appeared. . . .
(January, 1893, 55)
As Alexander saw i t ,  the  young a sp iran t would f i r s t  en ro ll in  the 
school and then appear fo r h is  prelim inary examinations before a  com­
m ittee , the  conpositlon of which the w rite r fa i le d  to  make sp e c if ic . 
Those found to  be incompetent would then be elim inated, while those with 
promise would be apprenticed fo r  fu r th e r  tra in in g .
On the  other hand, Kate Rorke, an a c tre s s , had very l i t t l e  re ­
gard fo r a dramatic academy. She pointed out th a t the teachers fo r  such 
a school would be se lec ted  from amongst the leading actor-managers,
"the m asters of th e i r  c r a f t . "  These men were a l l  too "busy" to  give any 
time to  teach ing . Hence, she thought th a t the  stage I t s e l f  provided the 
best school fo r  th e  a c to r . The Theatre quoted the a c tre s s  as follow s:
"As f a r  a s  I can see, with my short experience, th e  
only academy of any value i s  the stage i t s e l f .  . . .
You cannot expect a manager to  accept the  se rv ices 
of an academy-bred young man or woman, turned out in  
a  stereotyped way lik e  a score of fellow  studen ts, 
and not possessed of the s l ig h te s t  experience as f a r  
a s  ac tu a l performance in  p lays i s  concerned."
(June, 1893, 308)
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William Poel agreed with h is  fellow  co n trib u to rs  th a t there  was
need fo r  ac to r tra in in g , bu t found some new causes fo r  the  neglect of
th is  e sse n tia l stage re q u is i te .  He blamed the new trend  toward "hatu ra l"
ac tin g  and the p u b lic 's  u n c r i t ic a l  acceptance of i t .
That n a tu ra l ac ting  ju s t now i s  in  vogue, and has 
many supporters among the public  i s  no argument in 
i t s  favor except to  prove th a t unsk illed  men and 
women may be able to  ac t with some success by the  
a id  of paper hangings, b r ic -a -b ra c , and cushions.
Indeed th e re  i s  l i t t l e  tra in in g  needed to  c a te r fo r 
a c e r ta in  sec tion  of the pub lic  who re f in e  upon 
th e ir  fe e lin g s  u n t i l  anything in  the un-understandable 
way w ill  go down with them.
(May, 1893, 274)
Furthermore, Poel thought th a t the  curren t trend did not favour 
the establishm ent of a dramatic school. He believed the " fee lin g  of in ­
dependence which is  now r i f e  in  a l l  c o u n tr ie s ,"  to  be dangerous to  a r t  
only so f a r  a s  i t  "leads men in  the  wrong d ire c tio n ."  In P o o l's  words, 
" i t  leads them to  th ink not only th a t men must not be coerced, but a lso  
th a t they need not be ta u g h t."  A ltogether the s itu a tio n  looked very 
dark indeed a s  Poel saw i t .
However, the  c r i t i c  Edward F. Spence contributed  a paper a few
months l a te r ,  in  which he compared the recen tly  departed ComSdie
Franpalse company with the b e tte r  Bnglish ac to rs  of the day, and decided 
th a t  the  standard of English ac tin g  was on a par with th a t of the French. 
Hence, Spence came to  the  conclusion th a t  "on the assumption of equal 
n a tu ra l capacity  fo r ac tin g  a tra in in g  school fo r ac to rs  i s  not needed
in  Bngland." Spence professed him self to  be unmotivated by "the fa ls e
p a trio tism  th a t  leads some people to  decry fo reign  work disingenuously." 
(August, 1893, 73-80)
There the m atter re s te d —a t  le a s t  a s  f a r  as  The Theatre was con­
cerned. As Beerbohm t e s t i f i e d  in  1902, however, th e re  were to  be other
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"o u tc r ie s” ra ised  on th is  con troversia l sub jec t.
Concerning the  D ram atists
Brnest B. Finch has a  s ig n if ic a n t comment to  make about the 
dram atic work of 1850-1870, the period which preceded the  era o f The 
Theatre magazine.
. . . The g rea t weakness of the  Bngllsh stage lay 
In the  q u a lity  of I t s  w r ite rs . Men of l i t e r a r y  ta le n t  
were not a ttra c te d  to  the  th e a tre . Such fame as came 
with the  w riting  of a successful p lay  was too ephemeral 
to  J u s tify  the  labor which went in to  constructing  I t .
More s ig n if ic a n t, pub lic  demands were so lnd iscrim inatlng  
th a t most men of l i t e r a r y  ta le n t  d id  not care to  deal with 
the m ate ria ls  which co n stitu ted  regu lar th e a tr ic a l  fa re .  . . .
I t  1b not su rp ris in g  th a t ,  fe e lin g  as they did about 
the dominant p o s itio n  of the  author, the c r i t i c s  of the 
m ld-V lctorlan th e a tre  should be so much concerned with 
the q u a lity  of the p lays to  be produced on the  London 
s ta g e s .^ 8
In 1878, w rite rs  In The Theatre were s t i l l  concerned about the  
l i t e r a r y  q u a lity  of the  drama. Frank A. Marshall lamented th a t "the 
acted  drama of our day has ceased to  pretend to  any l i te r a ry  m erit."  
Moreover, Marshall continued, "Truth to  t e l l ,  the  dram atic fac u lty  does 
not seem to  e x is t  among our poe ts  to  any g rea t e x te n t."  The poets of 
the  day, S ir Henry Taylor, Robert Browning, A lfred Tennyson had had 
l i t t l e  success with th e i r  dram atic workB. Swinburne, who had shown 
promise, had " f r i t te r e d  away h is  magnificent genius In monstrous con­
to r t io n s  of re v o lt aga in st the  teu^erance and decency of a r t . "
The causes fo r  t h i s  d is tre s s in g  s itu a tio n  were not hard to  d is ­
cover, I f  M arshall can be believed . F i r s t ,  the playw rights could not
12Brnest B liss  Finch, "The Mid-Victorian Theatre as Seen by I t s  
C r i t ic s  1850-1870" (Unpublished Ph.D th e s is ,  Cornell U n iversity , 1951), 
p . 532.
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p r in t  or publish  th e ir  p lays a t  the time of th e i r  production, fo r  fe a r  
of losing  the r ig h t  of rep resen ta tio n ; th u s , the d ram atist could not 
touch the reading p u b lic , not to  mention the  "sober judgments of th e  
more In te l le c tu a l  members of h is  aud ience .n As a  consequence of the 
lo ss  of the  reading market the  d ram atists  have l i t t l e  f in a n c ia l induce­
ment to w rite  p lay s . Besides, the  play i t s e l f  did not pay as well as 
i t  had form erly.
A second cause fo r  th e  decline of the l i t e r a r y  drama could be 
found, according to  Marshall, in th e  low esteem in which curren t 
d ram atists  were he ld . M arshall pointed out th a t T. W. Robertson, "the 
most o rig in a l . . .  on the  whole, th e  most successful d ram atist of our 
tim e ,"  had received l i t t l e  l i t e r a r y  reco g n itio n . On the other hand the 
poorest poet or n o v e lis t "a ffec ts"  to  have l i t t l e  regard fo r the p lay­
w right. This a t t i tu d e  was a re f le c tio n  of the a t t i tu d e  of the  so -ca lled  
c u ltiv a ted  elements of so c ie ty .
In ad d itio n , th e re  was so l i t t l e  premium fo r c rea tiv e  w riting  
th a t  the adapter of Prench drama, who l i t e r a l l y  hacked up the  o r ig in a l, 
enjoyed a s  much p re s tig e  as th e  man who attem pted to  do o rig in a l work. 
About French drama, Marshall had th i s  to  say:
By a l l  means le t  u s  have the  b est works of French 
d ram atists  performed on our stage; but l e t  us see 
them as the  author wrote them. Men lik e  V ictorian  
Sardou, Bmlle Augler, or Meilhac and Halevy wrote 
in the s p i r i t  of tru e  a r t i s t s ;  and n e ith e r  a r t  nor 
m orality  gains anything by the  quasi-pu rify ing  
process of ev isce ra tio n  to  which th e ir  works are
sub jected . (August, 1878, 26)
M arsha ll's  paper ended with the  statem ent th a t the  s itu a tio n  
would probably not be r e c t i f ie d  u n t i l  "plays can be p rin ted  as l i t e r a r y
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works and recognised as such." He did not, however, o ffe r an explana­
tio n  a s  to  who or what was hindering the  p r in tin g  of p lays.
A month la te r ,  Lady Hardy so lid ly  backed Marshall up in  h is  
views on Prench adaptations which had l i t t l e  of th e ir  o rig in a l G allic  
f lav o r by the  time they reached the  English stage . She too reg re tted  
the  fa c t  th a t  native Bnglish ta le n t  had not been encouraged. Lady Hardy 
thought there  was "no lack of dramatic force and f i r e  In the generation 
of today ." While she deplored the wasting of "much g en ia l, racy ta le n t"  
in "vulgar burlesque or farclc& l f o l l i e s ,"  Ind ica tive  of the current 
low dram atic ta s te ,  she thought th a t the pub lic  was groveling in  "what­
ever garbage f a l l s  i t s  way" merely because nothing b e tte r  was placed 
before i t .  Lady Hardy was sure th a t when "poetica l romantic plays or 
high-toned domestic drama" came to  the fo re , the public  would "flock" 
to  see them. Lest Lady Hardy be misunderstood, i t  should be remembered 
th a t a burlesque merely re fe rred  to  a parody of a cu rren t production.
The Bnglish adaptation  of one of Sardou’s p lays, Diplomacy, was b u rles­
qued by P. C. Burnand, who ca lled  h is  work Dlplunacy. There Is  a pos­
s i b i l i t y  th a t  Lady Hardy was a b i t  op tim istic  In her c e r ta in ty  th a t the • 
burlesque audience would in s ta n tly  switch to  the  higher forms of drama.
I t  would be f a r  more l ik e ly  th a t  th e  l a t t e r  would a t t r a c t  Instead the 
audience which was remaining away a lto g e th e r from the th ea tre  because 
nothing b e tte r  than the  burlesque and the French drama were being given.
A new cause was found fo r  the  sad s ta te  to  which Bnglish drama 
had f a l le n  by Sydney Grundy, who believed managerial tim id ity  to  be 
b a s ic a lly  a t  f a u l t .  The cost of production was so high th a t managers 
were re lu c ta n t to  venture upon o r ig in a l . work when they  could take a 
much sa fe r course In producing a p lay  which had a lready had success
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elsewhere and had accordingly been w ell ad vertised . Moreover, charged 
Grundy, the managers accept the  work of a nsacred c ir c le ” and scorn 
the  e f fo r ts  of ”the crowd of outside authors who have never p ierced the 
b a rr ie r  a t a l l . ” And these members of the  inner c ir c le  can make as
much money doing adap tations as w riting  o rig in a l p lays.
Young w rite rs , as a ru le ,  begin by being o r ig in a l; 
but they soon see the e rro r of th e ir  ways. In 
adaptation l ie s  th e ir  only chance.
(November, 1878, 275)
The c r i t i c s  were not exempt from Grundy' b condemnation. He thought th a t
the  a tt i tu d e  of the c r i t i c s  toward th e  experimental morning performances
fea tu rin g  new work had successfu lly  s t i f le d  th is  promising movement.
In Grundy's opinion, under these  d i f f ic u l t  circum stances, "there 
i s  q u ite  as much o r ig in a li ty  in modern Bnglish drama a s  can reasonably 
be expected.” He c ited  Byron, W ills, Taylor, Burnand, M arshall, Dubourg, 
and M erltt as men who have done o rig in a l work. "As fo r  Mr. G ilb e r t ,” 
sa id  Grundy, "he i s  o rig in a l to  the po in t of e c c e n tr ic ity ."  However, 
those wishing fo r  more o rig in a l work should see to  i t  th a t the managerial 
system i s  changed in  such a way as to  perm it the  acceptance of a g rea te r 
number of p layw rights. Grundy seems here to  be assuming th a t quan tity  
means q u a lity , an assumption not n ecessa rily  J u s ti f ie d .
The December Watch-Tower of 1878 d isc losed  th a t a t  le a s t  one 
French author, Sardou, was unhappy over what had been done to  h is  play 
Dora when "the B rothers Rowe” had adapted i t  fo r the Bnglish stage under 
the  name of Diplomacy. One of "the Brothers Rowe" was Clement S co tt, 
th e  same who la te r  ed ited  The T heatre . Sardou wanted to in d ic t  the 
adap ters of Dora fo r spo iling  h is  p lay  in  the  course of th e ir  a l te r a ­
t io n s . Watch-Tower thought th a t  Sardou's "hyper-sensltlveness" was due
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to  the  success the  Bnglish version  had had. But Watch-Tower seems to  
co n trad ic t I t s e l f  In the  very next sentence when i t  says: "For Diplomacy
i s  not Dora, and Dora i s  not Diplomacy. ” This would c e r ta in ly  seem to  
support Sardou1s conten tions.
Watch-Tower then proceeded to  in d ica te  the d iffe ren ces between 
the  two p lays nand to  t r y  and a sc e r ta in  how fa r  the  English adapters 
were Ju s tif ie d  in  th e ir  own ln te re s ts i  fo r  the  sake of the management, 
and out of respect fo r  the pub lic , in  a lte r in g  the  dram atic scheme which 
M. Sardou had d e lib e ra te ly  propounded.” F ir s t  of a l l , t h e  adap ters had 
had to  face the  "Berlous" problem of the  length of the p lay . I t  was as­
se rted  th a t  the Bnglish public  would not accept the  f iv e -a c t  p lay , and
hence the  Rowes had solved the  problem by excising  the second a c t ,  one 
described as "so d u ll ,  so inconsequent, so purely  conversational, . . .
th a t by c u ttin g  i t  boldly  out they shortened th e ir  p lay and cut o ff the
one weak branch of Dora. ” Watch-Tower summed Up the  main d iffe ren ces 
between the two p lays in  these words:
The former [ Diplomacy] i s  a sho rte r p lay , and so b e tte r
adapted fo r  the  Prince of W ales's T heatre . The E astern
com plication has been su b s titu ted  fo r V e rsa ille s  p o l i t i c s .
The p r in c ip a l ch arac te rs  are Englishmen instead  of French­
men. The two leading male charac ters  are b ro th ers  in ­
stead of f r ie n d s , thus giving a vigour and in te n s ity  to  
the g rea t scenes of the  play in  which they are  engaged.
(December, 1878, 331)
From th e  tone of the  excerpt above, the  Watch-Tower c le a r ly  
sided with the  adap ters . I f  we may believe the  Tower, the  success of 
Diplomacy had Ju s tif ie d  th e  Rowes' a c tio n s . This i s  merely another 
way of saying th a t  the end J u s t i f ie s  the  means, or so i t  would seem.
. . . They had not to  study a French but an Bnglish 
audience. For P a ris ian  p o l i t i c s  no one here cared
one straw , fo r  the  Eastern Question everyone la s t
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January cared a very g rea t d ea l: The Bnglish audience
did not p a r t ic u la r ly  care to  study M. Sardou's a r t i s t i c  
method, but to  see a good p lay ; and the  v e rd ic t of
Tottenham Court Road has been echoed by crowded houses
in  every p ro v in c ia l town in  England, and in  a l l  the
Chief c i t i e s  of America. .
(December, 1878, 331)
In the l ig h t of the extensive a l te ra t io n s  th a t seemed necessary in  order 
to  p lease an Bnglish audience, one might be tempted to  ask why the.Rowes
d id n 't  simply w rite  th e ir  own p lay . The question  seems to  be a l l  the
more f i t t i n g  i f  th e  Tower's a sse r tio n  th a t "French soc ie ty  and Bnglish 
soc ie ty  . . . a re  as wide apart as i f  the  A tlan tic  or P ac ific  Ocean flowed 
between," can be accepted. Moreover, the  Watch-Tower did not reveal 
whether the Rowes had obtained Sardou 's perm ission to  adapt h is  p lay .
The Im plication i s  tt& t they did not; and i f  they had, Sardou had had no 
opportunity  to  approve of the  adap ta tion . D espite th e  Tower's s te r lin g  
approval of the ac tions of the adap ters , Ju s tice  would seem to  be on 
Sardou'8 s id e , in  both an a r t i s t i c  and a moral sense.
The Watch-Tower of January, 1879, in s is te d  th a t the dram atic 
a c t iv i t ie s  of the  past year showed promise "even i f  the a c tu a l achieve­
ment had been lim ited  in  scope." F i r s t  of a l l  the re tu rn  of "poetry" to  
the  stage was hailed  a s  encouraging. Then, too , the  "ingenuity" of the 
Rowes in  achieving what was "to  a l l  in te n ts  and purposes an Bnglish play 
b u i l t  upon French foundations," was lauded. Also the p u rity  of B ritish  
parodies was praisew orthy. N evertheless, i t  was conceded th a t  the 
a c to rs  had made g rea te r progress than had the  d ram atists  in  th e  year 
Just p a s t.
The subject of the  dearth  of o rig in a l d ram atists continued to  
hold the  a tte n tio n  of the  dram atic world. Watch-Tower of February,'
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1879, commented on a l e t t e r  w ritten  by F. C. Burnand, previously  men­
tioned as one of the "o rig in a l” playw rights of the age. Burnand had a t ­
trib u ted  the  current fa re  a t  th e  th e a tre s—which consisted  la rg e ly  of 
French adaptations and rev iv a ls  of s ta le  English p lays—to the managefcldl 
preference fo r G allic  adap tations. N evertheless, the Tower reminded 
Burnand th a t I f  the q u a lity  of English w riting  were of a higher order, 
the  managers would not need to  fea r  the r i s k s  of producing the native 
drama.
The managers a re , a f te r  a l l ,  only anxious to  be on the 
safe side; and I f  our playw rights were a l i t t l e  more 
uniformly strong In th e ir  c rea tiv e  e f fo r ts ,  the safe 
side would soon be considered to  be In the d ire c tio n  
of English p lays w ritten  fo r  English playgoers.
(February, 1879, 4)
Burnand himself was a Round Table con tribu to r during the same 
month. He proposed a scheme which he had worked out fo r  the paying of 
co llab o ra to rs  In p layw rltlng . In Burnand's scheme the  English adapter 
of a French work would be regarded as a co llabora to r with h is  French 
colleague, and paid  accordingly . However, he thought th a t with the In­
creased re tu rn s  which h is  p lan  would provide, Bngllsh w rite rs  might be 
induced to  work together on o r ig in a l work. However, I t  would appear 
th a t  the  advantage would s t i l l  l i e  with the adapter, since i t  was 
generally  conceded th a t adapting took le ss  time and required le s s  e f fo r t  
than o rig in a l w riting  d id . (February, 1879, 14-17)
The Watch-Tower of March, 1879, commented on the  remarks of two 
o ther playw rights and a manager. W. S. G ilbert—in la te r  yearB Arthur 
S u lliv a n 's  co llab o ra to r—thought th a t authors with " 'a n  estab lished  
re p u ta tio n '"  ought not to  be required  to  produce the manuscript of the 
p lay  In to to  to  a manager before the  l a t t e r  made h is  decision  on i t .
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The Watch-Tower, oddly enough, agreed with him " th a t a d ram atist of p o si­
t io n  ought not to  be asked to  submit to  a condition appropria te  only to  
the  e ffo r ts  of the  ty r o .” In  the Watch-Tower1s opinion, the  managers 
had become spoiled  In th a t they could see a P aris ian  play on the  stage 
before deciding to  purchase I t  fo r  th e ir  th e a tre s . The s itu a tio n  gave 
signs, sa id  the Tower, of re c tify in g  i t s e l f  Inasmuch as the  French play­
w rights were now beginning to  s e l l  the  r ig h ts  of adaptation  before th e ir  
p lays were produced In P a ris .
The manager, Bancroft, was given a p a t on the back by the Tower 
fo r  "the f a i r  case” which he had made fo r  him self In the  "encouragement” 
he had afforded English t a le n t .  However, Bancroft was rebuked fo r  h is  
”cynical ve in” In. declaring  th a t the  audience wanted a good p lay , regard­
le s s  of I t s  source. Nevertheless Watch-Tower’s answer seems somewhat 
ir re le v a n t:
But can i t  be denied th a t I t  Is  of the  very, utmost
Importance th a t ,  c a e te r ls  pa ribus, th e  English
o rig in a l playwright should have a t  le a s t  as good a
chance a s  h is  French r iv a l  of having h is  work pro­
duced upon our stage?
(March, 1879, 73)
The Watch-Tower pronounced I t s e l f  in sympathy with the complaint 
of th e  second d ram atist, H. C. M erlvale, th a t ”there  Is  something de­
p ressing  In the  ’fe e lin g  th a t  as l i te r a r y  men they [thed ram atis ts] w ill
be n e ith e r c r i t ic is e d  nor r e a d .1” However, the  Tower did po in t out th a t 
"a very minimum of in te l le c tu a l  enjoyment” could be gotten  from the e f­
f o r t s  of many B ritish  d ram atis ts .
In the same month another problem arose to  vex the  d ram atists  
and o ther in te re s te d  p a r t ie s .  This controversy centered upon the d e f i­
n itio n  of "new” and "o rig in a l"  p lays . The Theatre was p a r t i a l ly
98
responsible  fo r  the a ir in g  of th is  c o n f l ic t ,  when I t  announced th a t 
th e  su it  brought against I t  by Robert Reece had "ended In a manner 
sa tis fa c to ry  to  both s id e s ."  Reece had taken ac tio n  because In 1877 
The Theatre had rep rin ted  some paragraphs from the Manchester Guardian 
to  the  e ffe c t th a t  Reece and h is  p a rtn er had produced a p lay , Hester 
Gray, which suspiciously  resembled one ca lled  Ruth Oakley. The authors 
of Hester Gray had described th e ir  play as " ’new1" and a s  having been 
w ritten  fo r  a c e r ta in  a c tre s s .  Reece and h is  p a rtn e r had rep lied  "In 
a l e t te r  to  a contemporary" th a t they had not seen Ruth Oakley, but 
th a t  they had " ’d ire c tly  founded’" th e ir  piece upon a French play; they 
stre ssed  th a t suppression of th i s  Information had not been th e ir  d e s ire . 
The Theatre thereupon ra ised  the question of the p ro p rie ty  of charac te r­
iz in g  any play based upon another as " ’new and w ritten  expressly f o r ' a 
p a r tic u la r  ac to r and a c tre s s ."  Moreover, The Theatre had questioned 
the  use of the term "o rig in a l"  with reference to  adap ta tions.
In the  course of the t r i a l ,  the Watch-Tower t e l l s  us, Reece 
ca lled  th ree  w itnesses—Palgrave Simpson, Tom Taylor, and John H ollings- 
head—who a l l  t e s t i f i e d  th a t in  th e a tr ic a l  parlance, a "new" play was 
one given fo r  the  f i r s t  time In England "in  a novel form." Reece him­
s e lf  admitted in  cross-exam ination th a t  "he had never described , and 
never would describe , an adap tation  from the French as a 'new' p lay ."  
Watch-Tower assured i t s  readers th a t  had I t  been necessary, an impres­
sive b a tte ry  of w itnesses would have been prepared to  s ta te  th a t "In 
th e i r  opinion the custom of s ty lin g  unacknowledged adap tations 'new' 
was honoured more in  th e  breach than the  observance."
Tho Watch-Tower s ta te d  th a t I t  was morally Indefensib le  to  
withhold the fa c t th a t  a p lay was an adaptation  and to  term I t  "new."
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While th is  had been countenanced "down to  a very recen t pe riod ,"  the  
Tower thought i t  could not and should not be accepted any longer.
No dram atist who resp ec ts  him self and h is  vocation 
would tu rn  to  p ra c t ic a l  account the  p lo t and charac­
t e r s  of another p iece , s ty le  the  r e s u l t  a "new" work 
and yet conceal the  importance of h is  ob lig a tio n , and 
on the sec re t being discovered a v a il him self of the 
p lea th a t th e  word "o rig in a l"  i s  not to  be found in  
the  program.
(March, 1879, 77)
Moreover, i t  was doubtful whether the  general public  understood the  
specia lized  meanings of th e  term s "new" and "o rig in a l"  as used by 
th e a tre  people. In c lo sing , Watch-Tower a sse rted  th a t throughout i t  
had been motivated so le ly  by the  wish "to  re lie v e  the English drama 
from th e  reproach which a long course of unavowed Indebtedness to  
fo reign  p lays has brought upon i t . "
The Round Table in  the  follow ing number ran a symposium on the 
subject o f  "new" and "o rig in a l"  p lay s . The Theatre must have been 
g ra t i f ie d  to  discover th a t th ree  symposium members—Henry J . Byron,
W. S. G ilb e rt, and Moy Thomas—were in  agreement th a t the  specia lized  
meaning of "new" should not be used fo r  a number of moral reasons. But 
one symposium member, F . C. Burnand, showed a tendency to  equivocate.
"New" used without q u a l i f ic a t io n , as applied to  a 
novel, p lay , or a p ic tu re , should, s t r i c t l y  speaking, 
mean something th a t has had no being previous to  the 
present p roduction . . . .  "A new p lay  by Mr. T hreestars" 
does not n e ce ssa rily  imply o r ig in a li ty  as w ell as  
novelty . A manager may announce 'a  new p lay 1 by me, 
the new p lay  being an adap ta tion . But when I announce 
i t  m yself. I  should add to  "new play" the inform ation 
th a t  i t  was.an adap ta tion . I do not see th a t I am 
under any moral o b lig a tio n  to  do so, as long as ♦new1 
does not ca rry  with i t  the  meaning of o r ig in a l .
(A pril, 1879, 159-160)
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In May, Clement S co tt, w riting  under the  pseudonym of "S av ille  
Rowe," lashed back a t what he was pleased to  c a ll  h is  "schoolmaster 
c r i t i c s . "  With c h a ra c te r is tic  v igo r, Scott f a i r ly  b r is t le d  with Indig­
nation a t the p a rtic ip a n ts  of la s t  month’s symposium. Although he had 
not been sp e c if ic a lly  accused of being dishonest or inmoral, Scott made 
I t  most apparent th a t he thought he had been Impugned. Scott c le a rly  
s ta ted  h is  case as follow s:
But so long a s  the  English language remains as 
I t  p resen ts I t s e l f  to  my lim ited comprehension 
I sh a ll consider a play to  be "new" th a t has not 
been presented to  the  public  before In th a t form, 
and I sh a ll refuse  to  consider myself a "dishonest 
man" or an "an Impostor" fo r  holding to  my opinion.
(May, 1879, 228)
The whole controversy c le a r ly  rested  upon various d e fin itio n s  
of the  word new. I t  was highly un like ly  th a t the m atter would be 
s a t is f a c to r i ly  s e t t le d  u n ti l  everyone could fin d  agreement on one d e fi­
n itio n . As fo r the pub lic , i t  must have been sorely  puzzled by some of 
the unusual meanings given to the  word new.
In August, two months l a te r ,  the playw right, Herman C. M erlvale, 
n ea tly  t ie d  the two con troversies together, thus d ire c tin g  the  d iscus­
sion back to  the f i r s t  problem. Merlvale ra th e r  b i t t e r ly  a ssa ile d  the 
English craze fo r  everything French, "simply because I t  i s  French."
I t  was th i s  love of everything G allic  th a t  was the cause of the  lack 
of o rig in a l d ram atists as well as of "the quain t misuse of the  word 
’o r ig in a l ,’ in  dramatic m atte rs ."  For the curren t "Gallomania" Merlvale 
declared the  c r i t i c s  to  be responsib le .
I f  the  c r i t i c s  as a body would frank ly  discourage 
adaptation , on the simple p r in c ip le  th a t French 
fa re  I s  not the  best fo r  Bnglish p a la te s , I believe
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ve should soon have p len ty  of o rig in a l English 
p lays.
(August, 1879, 13)
However, Merlvale*s Idea of o r ig in a li ty  re fe rred  not to  subject n a t te r ,  
•'probably the  lowest o r ig in a li ty  of a l l , "  but to  the  way in  which the 
sub ject was tre a te d . He thought the  c r i t i c s  should base th e ir  judge­
ment of a piece by h is  standard of o r ig in a li ty .  Ab i t  was, th is  was 
the  d ram a tis ts ' predicament:
The playwright wants m ateria ls  a s  much as any man, 
gathered no n a tte r  where; and i t  is  the  r e s u l t  of 
h is  being expected to  make b ricks without straw , 
i f  he i s  to  be c red ited  with " o r ig in a li ty ,"  th a t 
our so -ca lled  o rig in a l p lays a re  u sua lly  so th in  
as to  enhance the value of adaptation  from the
French* (August, 1879, 13)
Despite Merlvale*s ingenious explanation, he seems to  have overlooked
one p o in t: by any standard of o r ig in a li ty ,  the French playw rights could
conceivably o u ts tr ip  th e ir  English r iv a ls .* 3
Two other d ram atists stepped forward to  a ir  th e i r  grievances.
Robert Reece complained of what he considered in so len t and shabby
treatm ent accorded by managers, a c to rs  and a c tre s se s , and other members
of the  th ea tre  s t a f f .  He was h e a r t i ly  seconded by J .  Palgrave Simpson
14in  a la te r  a r t i c l e .
And Sydney Grundy came forward in December, 1879, to  liven 
th in g s up w ith h is  fa v o rite  contention th a t "there  i s  a dram atic Ring
ISThe statem ents of the Watch-Tower in  the  March, 1879, issue  
a re  suggestive. See p . 74.
l ^The T heatre . August, 1879, pp. 14-16; a lso  October, 1879, 
pp. 135-137; November, 1879, pp. 207-210.
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fo r a l l  th a t—a r in g  se t round w ith sp ikes—which has I t s  cen tre  In 
the  cowardice of English managers, and which I s  none the le ss  e ffe c tu a l 
although not o rgan ized .” According to  Grundy, the  manager had only to  
c as t o ff t im id ity  ”to  a v a il him self of the wealth of dram atic genius 
which lieB  outside the R ing.” (December, 1879, 273-277)
The dearth  of d ram atists was recontemplated in the  January,
1880, number. Henry Irv in g , Ernest A. Bendall, and Henry N eville de­
c lared  th a t there  was a dearth  of d ram atis ts . Palgrave Simpson believed 
th a t there  was no lack of p layw rights, but was in  accord with Irv ing  and 
Bendall th a t  the would-be d ram atist must have a knowledge of stage tech­
nique and must w rite  p lays which were accep tab le . Moy Thomas, a c r i t i c ,  
ra ised  the old contention th a t  b e tte r  f in a n c ia l re tu rn s  would stim ulate  
dramatic "gen ius,” whereas N ev ille , a manager, thought th a t more co l­
labora tion  might be the so lu tion  to  the problem. L ast, F. C. Burnand 
again placed the  blame squarely upon managerial preference fo r  French 
adap ta tions. (January, 1880, 1-11)
Grundy was s t i l l  obsessed with the  idea of a "Dramatic Ring” in  
1883. The November Omnlbus-Box roundly reproved th e  playw right fo r  h is  
"cantankerousness,” in a t t r ib u t in g  h is  lack of success to  the  ex istence 
of the  Ring. (November, 1883, 268-270) And George R. Sims in  an auto­
b iographical sketch in  the  Ju ly , 1884, issue had th is  to  say about the 
r in g .
We hear a good deal nowadays of the dram atic r in g  
and the  Jealousy of au tho rs . . . . The f i r s t  l e t t e r s  
of congra tu la tion  to  reach me on the  success of the  
"Light8 o 1 London," and th e  h e a r t ie s t ,  were from two 
of the Busy B 's—two of the  g ian t members of the r in g — 
men I had never spoken to  or met: Henry J .  Byron and
F . C. Burnand.
( J u ly ,  1884, 16)
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In  1890 the  p lig h t of the  a sp irin g  dram atist and th a  lack of 
na tive  ta le n t  were s t i l l  occupying the minds of the  w rite rs  In the 
magazine. S. J .  Adair F itz-G erald concluded an a r t i c le  in  June on th i s  
w is tfu l note: "Let a l l  fees  be abolished and a l l  programmes offered
without charge, and then I f  we could get a few o rig in a l p lays by B ritish  
au thors, well—then the dramatic millennium would be a t handl" (June, 
1890, 309)
In  October, 1891, th e  same Fitz-G erald  maintained th a t the 
matineBS production was "the hope, and the  only hope, of the  a sp irin g  
and unknown d ram a tis t."  The a r t i c l e  pointed out th a t  the matinee was a 
very recen t development, and th a t the c r i t i c s  seemed to  regard them with 
"d esp a ir."  But F itz-G erald pointed out th a t some—indeed the m ajority— 
of the  unknown playw rights could not afford  to  pay the  hundred pounds 
or so necessary fo r  the  production of th e i r  p ieces . He closed w ith an 
appeal fo r  some suggestion to  ease the monetary predicament of the  un­
knowns. (October, 1891, 157-160)
The December, 1892, number to ld  of s t i l l  another attem pt to  
solve the  problem—the form ation of the Society of B ritish  Dramatic 
A rt, o ffe rin g  "new a c to rs , new p lays, and a new and o rig in a l method of 
bringing them to  . . . n o tic e ."  The author of the  a r t i c l e  cautioned the 
members of the  soc ie ty  not to  be too "ambitious" or "confident" a t  the 
f i r s t . ( D e c e m b e r ,  1892, 245-250)
The managers of 1894 were subjected to  another carefu l sc ru tiny  
regarding th e i r  choice of p lay s . W. A. Lewis Bettany came to  the  con-
15Thls Society came "to  an untimely end," according to  an 
a r t i c l e  in  the  May, 1897, issu e . See p . 269.
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elusion in h is  a r t i c le  th a t the managers were e s se n tia lly  conservative 
in  th e ir  choice, w ith amusement the main b asis  of th e ir  se le c tio n . How­
ever, Bettany thought the s itu a tio n  "not a lto g e th er d iscourag ing .” Some 
managers were pursuing a po licy  ”d ir e c t ly  b e n e fic ia l to  dram atic a r t , ” 
whereas the  o thers were h a rm less ly  in a c tiv e .” And when the  public  be­
gins to  show an in te re s t  in  ”re a l ly  public  a f f a i r s ” the  managers w ill 
c a te r to  th e i r  ta s te s ,  Bettany concluded. (A pril, 1894, 182-190)
In September, 1896, the c r i t i c  Malcolm Watson, was busy com­
p la in in g  th a t  the p ast season had shown an ”obvlous” lack of o r ig in a l i ty .  
The d ram atists were accused of"havlng allowed themselves to  run in  grooves 
a lready w ell worn without seeking to  carry  th e i r  e f fo r ts  fu r th e r  a f ie ld ."  
He contended th a t the  playw rights had occupied themselves fa r  too long 
with the  "Woman of the  P a s t .” (September, 1895, 134-137)
But in October, 1895, Arthur & Beckett t e l l s  us th a t  "p layw rlting
has become one of th e  most lu c ra tiv e  kinds of l i t e r a r y  work”—th a t is  i f
16the p lay  i s  a success. However, the playw right s t i l l  has the d is ­
co u rte sies  of the managers to  endure. I t  i s  g ra tify in g  to  see th a t  in 
one respect a t  le a s t  the d ram atist was making headway, and th a t a t  long 
la s t  there seemed to  be f in a n c ia l Inducement enough to  in sp ire  h i s  
"genius."
However, in  1897, some of the old o u tc rie s  were ra ised  again.
In Fehruary, Robert Buchanan, a d ram atis t, p ro tested  th a t "the s e l f -  
co n stitu ted  judges of the  modern Drama reproach th a t popular form of
*6See a lso  The Theatre. August, 1896, 66-70. This a r t i c l e  a lso  
p o in ts  out th a t  the. second-rate dramatic author has been squeezed out 
almost a lto g e th e r, la rg e ly  due to  the  decline of stock companies.
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Art with I t 8 in f e r io r i ty  to  the m asterpieces of contemporary f i c t io n .” 
(February, 1897, 68-70). In .’A pril, 1897, the managers were once again 
attacked fo r  th e ir  tim id ity  in  giving new authors a chance. Moreover, 
the  managers neglected th a t  segment of the  theatre-go ing  public  which 
i s  "more cu ltu red ” and more in te l le c tu a l ,  said  the  a r t i c l e .
All th a t  those fo r whom I plead want i s  the chance 
of seeing what the w rite rs  of the day could produce 
in  the way of p lays i f  given a f a i r ly  f re e  hand and 
encouraged to  do th e ir  b e s t . At p resen t the r in g  
of d ram atists i s  f a r  too small to  give the drama 
a chance.
(A pril, 1897, 209)
Last, in  Ju ly , 1897, we find  Bdward Morton, a c r i t i c ,  decrying 
the "French in v asio n .”
At half-a-dozen th e a tre s  English tra n s la tio n s , 
adap tations, ve rsions, or perversions of French 
p lays are  now being performed, to  say nothing of 
the French comedians in possession of the Adelphi 
and the L yric.
(Ju ly , 1897, 27)
Thus we see th a t  not only were the  m id-Victorian c r i t i c s  con­
cerned about the  c a lib re  of the  native  English drama, but th a t the  la te -  
V letorlan  w rite rs  were a lso  much concerned.
Minor Themes
Our chapter should be concluded with a b r ie f  mention of th ree  
o ther sub jec ts  which were frequen tly  tre a te d  in  The T heatre . Since i t  
would be u t te r ly  f a ls e  to  give the impression th a t  the a c to r  and h is  
conduct on and o ff the  stage were not c r i t ic iz e d ,  i t  should be said  th a t 
the  p layers were often  reminded of th e i r  f a u l t s .  Among o ther th in g s ,
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the  ac to rs  were a ssa ile d  fo r  th e ir  slovenly d ic t io n ;1  ̂ th e ir  In a b il i ty
to  read l in e s ;18 th e ir  Inept stage swordsmanship;19 th e i r  fondness fo r
tak ing  cu rta in  c a l l s ; 20 th e ir  penchant fo r se lf-ad v ertisem en t;21 and
22th e i r  f a i lu re  to  spend th e ir  le isu re  time In self-improvement.
Another sub ject which was popular with The Theatre was the 
annual Christmas pantomime. The Theatre ind icated  i t s  in te re s t  in  
pantomime not only by giving reviews of the pantomime performances, but 
a lso  by running a t  le a s t  one fea tu re  a r t i c l e  every year on th is  to p ic .
The two major approaches in  the a r t i c l e s  were: the  o rig in  of pantomime
and the  departure of the  curren t pantomime from i t s  t ra d i tio n a l  p a tte rn s . 
In  connection with the  l a t t e r ,  the  in se rtio n  of m usic-hall elements was 
highly resented by the  w rite rs  of the magazine. A p ro te s t by Charles 
Dickens, son of the famous n o v e lis t, in  the January, 1896, number i s  
q u ite  ty p ic a l:
And then came the deluge. The floodgates of the 
music h a l ls  were opened, and a l l  th a t  was agreeable 
about the "grand comic Christmas pantomime" was promptly 
and e ffe c tu a lly  drowned out. Then followed a period, 
out of which we have not f u l l y  emerged, of hopeless, 
inane, and offensive v u lg a rity  a l l  over the country— 
a v u lg a rity  which . . . has been a most popular kind, 
and highly  remunerative to  performers and managers
CL 1  I l f  a
(January, 1896, 24)
i^The T heatre, February, 1889, pp. 93-94; September, 1892, 
pp. 97-103.
18The T heatre . August, 1895, pp. 85-87.
19The T heatre . December, 1880, pp. 347-350; June, 1896, 
pp. 321—328.
20The Theatre, October, 1895, pp. 193-195.
2lThe T heatre . October, 1895, p . 195; September, 1896, pp. 140-143.
22The T heatre . September, 1887, pp. 133-139; A pril, 1897, 
pp. 210-213.
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The th ird  subject which should be mentioned i s  The T heatre1s 
s e r ie s  of a r t i c le s  e ith e r  appraising  the  past th e a tr ic a l  season or 
assessing  the cu rren t th e a tr ic a l  season. A sampling of th e i r  t i t l e s  
w ill best ind icate  th e ir  nature and scope: "The Stage, Past and
Present” (A pril, 1882); "'Good-bye to  the Season1” (August, 1891);
”0ur Stage Today” (September, 1894); "The Past Year” (January, 1896).
This chapter has attempted to  give a d e sc rip tiv e  an a ly sis  of 
four major Issues confronting the la te  V ictorian  th e a tre . These issues 
have concerned aspec ts  of the  audience, the m erits of a National Theatre, 
th e  worth of a Dramatic Academy, and problems in  p layw riting . Three 
minor themes have a lso  been discussed b r ie f ly .
CHAPTER I I I
THE STAGE AND POUR SOCIAL FORCES
As the  previous chapter has shown, the  la te  V ic to rian  stage 
regarded I t s e l f  a s  a p a rt of the  society  in  which i t  ex is ted . Since 
the  th e a tre  did not e x is t  in  a vacuum, i t  influenced and was a ffec ted  
by other soc ia l fo rces and in s t i tu t io n s .  The re la tio n s  of four such 
potent—agencies—the Church, Government Censorship, th e  P ress, and 
Society I t s e l f —and th e  Stage, w ill be stud ied , described , and evalu­
ated in  th i s  chapter, each in  a separate sec tio n . This an a ly sis  i s  
to  supplement the  m ateria l in  the previous chapter and to  help round 
out the  p ic tu re  of the  la te  V ictorian  stage as depicted in  The Theatre 
magazine.
The Church
An awareness of the potent a tt i tu d e  of the  Church toward the  
Stage i s  read ily  apparent from the beginning of The Theatre to  i t s  
demise in  1897.
The Watch-Tower of November, 1878, h a iled  w ith considerable 
joy the  cognizance the  recent Sheffie ld  Church Congress had taken of 
th e  th e a tre  and the  m usic-hall. In  a paper a t  the Congress read by a 
Reverend Charles Bullock on "The A ttitude of the  Church to  L ite ra tu re  
and Education," th e re  had been a "very prominent" mention of the  
th e a tre .  According to  the  Watch-Tower, th e  mere fa c t th a t the  drama 
had been discussed a t  a l l  was noteworthy. The churchmen had adm itted,
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'•grudgingly perhaps," th a t  the drama might have moral value and " th a t 
a th ea tre -lo v e r may Indulge h is  ta s te  without backslid ing beyond a l l  
hope of recovery." While some of the  d iscussion  a t  the Congress had 
displayed the custom arily prejudiced a tt i tu d e  toward the Stage—based 
upon a "p le n tifu l lack of ac tual acquaintance"—s t i l l  the  Stage had 
found some defenders, chief of whom w b b  the Bishop of Manchaster. The 
Tower commented as follow s:
S t i l l ,  with a l l  allowances made, I t  Is  much to  have 
the  subject trea ted  on an occasion like  th is  with 
such conparative fa irn e ss ; and many of the views 
a u th o r ita tiv e ly  expressed a t  the Sheffield  Congress 
. . . mark something lik e  a new departure which I s  
sure to  lead before long to  very important r e s u l ts .  . . .
(November, 1878, 256)
The Watch-Tower of July, 1879, c r i t ic iz e d  ra th e r severely a 
Monslgnor Capel of the Catholic Church because of a "confused and d is ­
honest opinion" he had expressed a t  a recen t banquet. According to  
the  Tower, th e  MonBlgnor had spoken of " 'th a t  band of noble men and 
noble women who came to  express the  highest p e rfec tio n  of th a t a r t  In 
which he In h is  p o sitio n  was not allowed to  p a r t ic ip a te . '"  The Mon- 
signor had re g re tte d  th a t  he could not see the French p layers and en­
vied those who could. The Tower's reac tio n  to  C apel's remarks was de­
cidedly acrimonious:
For the lack of consistency In th is  singu lar a tt i tu d e  
towards the stage a public teacher of wide and deep 
Influence i s  c e r ta in ly  to be p i t ie d , nor can he wholly 
escape blame. He i s  ev iden tly  conscious th a t  the Church 
has discovered i t s  Invectives against the stage to  be 
b ase le ss . . . . But notwithstanding a change of a t t i tu d e  
rendered necessary by the growth of in te l l ig e n t  to le ra ­
t io n , the abandonment of an tiquated  prejud ice  cannot be 
accomplished in  a moment and with a s ing le  e ffo r t  of w ill . 
The stage must not be attacked wholesale; . . . But . . .
I t  must be implied th a t the th ea tre  i s  a f te r  a l l  not the 
place fo r  p ro fessed ly  re lig io u s  people.
(Ju ly , 1879, 347)
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Considering the  a t t i tu d e  of o ther church groups toward the  th e a tre ,
I t  would seem th a t the  Tower was ra th e r  harsh In  I t s  c r it ic ism  of the 
Uonslgnor. Also, the  Uonslgnor may have been forbidden by h is  super­
io rs  to  a ttend  the th e a tre , whatever h is  personal d e s ire s  might have 
been.*
The October, 1879, Watch-Tower noted th a t re la tio n s  between the 
Stage and th e  Church had taken a decided step backward. The recent 
v i s i t  of the  Comedle Franyalse had furn ished the Church with an excuse 
to  a ttack  the  th ea tre  as an In s t i tu t io n , on the  grounds th a t ce rta in  
of the  French plays had been "vicious" and th a t  some of the  p layers 
were Immoral. "Blatant nonsense of th i s  k ind ,"  sa id  the  Tower, "can 
only be w ritten  by those who do not know what the th ea tre  re a lly  i s .  
. . . "  However, the  Tower continued, i t  could scarcely  regard "with 
ph ilosophical ind ifference" the  defec tions and h e s ita tio n s  of "recen tly - 
won a l l i e s "  from the Church. Thereupon the Tower affirm ed th a t the 
most popular of the  French plays had been "p e rfec tly  Innocent In 
c h a rac te r."  The popu larity  of these  performances, moreover, had merely 
" i l lu s t r a te d  the  readiness with which fashionable socie ty  follow s I t s  
leaders l ik e  a flock  of sheep."
The Tower a lso  looked with a decidedly Jaundiced eye upon the 
recen tly  formed organization  ca lle d  The Church and Stage Guild. Ac­
cording to  the  Tower, the  a c t iv i t ie s  of the  Guild had only provided 
"an unsympathetic public  with some subject fo r  a hearty  laugh" almost
*The remarks of F. C. Burnand in  The T heatre . January, 1889, 
p . 19, a re  s ig n if ic a n t. Says Burnand: "A Homan C atholic prleB t cannot
v i s i t  a  th e a tre  w ithin h is  own d io c e se .. . .  I have never heard of one 
case of an Bnglish Catholic p r ie s t  being perm itted to  a s s i s t  a s  a specta­
to r  a t  any th e a tre  In Bngland."
I l l
every month. With w ithering sarcasm The Theatre w rite r  commented on 
one such meeting.
Nothing, fo r instance, would have been b e tte r  in  i t s  
way than the boldness of the  arrangement by which an 
inportan t member of the Gaiety company, who had h ith e r ­
to  generally  succeeded in  keeping her name out of the  
programme of th a t th e a tre , was put up to  d iscuss the 
conduct of nnoblemen, men of high p o s itio n , and soldlerB , 
who stand a t the  stage doors to  tempt g i r l s  who are 
p e rfe c tly  Innocent.n . . . Happier s t i l l ,  because more 
d e lic a te  and su b tle , was the  in s t in c t  which prompted 
the  f a i r ,  but unknown speaker, to  ligh ten  the  gloom of 
her subject by such a touch as the  suggestion of a f i r e ­
hose, to  be d irec ted  a t the  heads of these a r is to c ra t ic
Lotharios. (December, 1879, 246)
The m ischief of such an organ ization , according to  The T heatre , 
lay in  the admission of the a c to rs  th a t "they find  i t  necessary to  make 
public  p rofession  of the  f a i th  which i s  held by the r e s t  of the com­
munity." Other " a r ts  and professions" do not find  th i s  type of union 
necessary, observed The Tower.
I t  i s  in s tru c tiv e , too , to  observe the a tt i tu d e  of The Theatre 
con tribu to rs toward the  rep resen ta tio n  of re lig io u s  and B ib lica l sub­
je c ts  on the  stage . The f i r s t  h in t of th is  a t t i tu d e  came in  an a r t i c le  
in  th e  May, 1879, issue  repo rting  the  performance of a Passion Play a t 
the San Francisco Opera House. News of th is  event, said, the  Tower, 
read " lik e  a message from another world." Other Passion plays had in  
the  past been presented only before "rude and u n le tte red "  audiences, 
and so the  e ffe c t of such a play "in  the  midst of a c iv il iz e d  community" 
had h ith e r to  not been gauged. The San Francisco audience, i t  was re ­
ported , had received th e  production in a f i t t i n g ly  grave manner.
However, The Tower hoped th a t here in  London, Mr. Hollingshead, 
"actuated by re lig io u s  fervour and a d esire  to  put money in  h is  pu rse ,"
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would not undertake such an experiment fo r  a number of reasons. The
Tower could see no possib le  good th a t  such a production could do.
The cause of re lig io u s  p rogress does not stand In need 
of a ss is tan ce  from the s tag e . In a l l  p ro b a b ility , too , 
th a t cause would be m ateria lly  re tarded  by the in troduc­
tio n  of Passion P lays. The s p i r i t  of scepticism  Is 
abroad, and such performances would often  In sp ire  I r ­
reverent m irth ra th e r  than graver sentim ents. . . . The 
devout would regard a Miracle play a s  a p ro fana tion . . . .
(May, 1879, 216)
Furthermore, such a production would be expensive, and would not pay 
fo r  I t s e l f ,  a s  had already been demonstrated In th e  San Francisco ven­
tu re .  C learly , the Tower, too , could be cynical on occasion. The 
ra th e r pa tron ising  a tt i tu d e  taken by the Tower toward m ysteries and 
m iracles Is  re f le c te d  throughout The Theatre magazine. There I s  scarcely  
an a r t i c le  devoted to  the Medieval th e a tre  In a l l  the twenty years of 
the magazine’s ex is tence . This Is  In  marked co n tra s t with the w elter 
of a r t ic le s  on the  French th ea tre  and on Shakespearlana.
A b r ie f  no ta tion  in  the En Passant column of the  June, 1879,
Issue reported  th a t the reac tio n  In San Francisco among " re lig io u s  
people of every denomination" had been such th a t  the manager had been 
requested to  "suppress the  sa c r ile g e ."  As a re s u l t  of the manager's 
re fu s a l ,  the man who had Impersonated C hrist had been fined  " fo rty  
d o lla rs  and co sts"  by a court of law.
In England the use of B ib lic a l sub jects was expressly  banned 
by the  Lord Chamberlain's o f f ic e . This e d ic t a ffec ted  both the  drama 
and opera. In th is  connection Our Omnlbus-Box of November, 1881, r e ­
la tin g  th a t the I ta l ia n  a c to r , S a lv in i, was planning to  tour England 
and America with a p lay  ca lled  Moses, remarked th a t the  production of 
Mos o b  would probably not be perm itted in  London. Late n ineteenth
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century ta s te s  a re  perhaps re f le c te d  In the  Box's statement th a t In 
S a lv in l 's  production " a l l  the  supernatural element Is  s k i lfu lly  
elim inated ."  However, even then , the Box was dubious as to  whether 
the  piece would be accepted by "a B ible-loving community."
* Aaron I s  represented a s  a man of science, who p lays 
upon the c re d u lity  of h is  brother Moses, so th a t  when
the l a t t e r  s tr ik e s  the  rock, he has been to ld  to  do so
by Aaron, who I s  well aware, being a d istingu ished  
geo lo g ist, th a t the spring Is  close to  the surface, 
and only req u ires  a l i t t l e  hole to  be made by the rod 
to  leap fo r th .
(November, 1881, 311)
In 1882, Our Muslcal-Box p rin ted  excerpts from the comments of 
a German e ssa y is t, Lindau, on a production of P a rs ifa l given a t  Bayreuth.
D escribing P a rs ifa l as giving a t  one point In the opera " 'a  f a i th fu l
Impersonation of the Redeemer, a s usually  represented to  us by the 
p ic to r ia l  a r t , ' "  Lindau said th a t many people thought th is  " 'r e v o l t in g . '"  
Our Muslcal-Box quoted Lindau In the follow ing passage.
"The modern stage Is  e s se n tia lly  profane, and now 
th a t p lays have passed out of e c c le s ia s tic a l hands 
In to  secu lar ones, o ffe rs  a s tr ik in g  con trast to  
I t s  mother the Church. Inciden ts and persons ap­
p e rta in in g  to  the  House of God should not be exhibited 
on the  th e a tr ic a l  boards. Bven the B erlin  Chief of
Police I s  of thlB opinion, fo r  he has la te ly  prohib ited
the d isp lay  of B ib lica l fig u res  In the wax-work shows. . . . "
(September, 1882, 176-177)
I f  we may t r u s t  Lindau, many people were of the opinion th a t the ec­
c le s ia s t ic a l  and the  secu lar should be p u n c tilio u s ly  separated.
However, Beatty-Klngston, the w rite r of the Muslc-Box column a t  
t h i s  tim e, thought I t  most unfortunate th a t the B ritish  audiences were 
being deprived of c e rta in  operas based upon B ib lica l themes. In Beatty- 
K lngston 's words:
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I have never been ab le , as y e t, to  understand why, 
in  every C hristian  country but our own, th e  fa c t th a t  
an o p e ra tic  p lo t has been cu lled  from a chapter of 
B ib lica l h is to ry  . . . should by no means Inva lida te  
i t s  moral f i tn e s s  fo r performance on the stage, w hilst 
i t  has th a t e ffe c t in  England. . . .  I s  i t  because we 
are  b e tte r ,  or worse, C h ris tian s than the  Germans, 
Frenchmen, I ta l ia n s  . . . th a t  we may not see and hear 
a S c rip tu ra l opera without p rejud ice  to  our e te rn a l 
sa lvation?
(August, 1882, 342)
However, an account of the unfortunate experience of an American 
stage fa v o r ite , L otta, rev ea ls  convincingly th a t  some of the B ritish  
public  did not share B eatty-K lngston 's views even two years l a t e r .  In 
the performance of Musette, reported  Our Play-Box, the  hapless Lotta 
had sung "The Sweet By-and-By" "with a l l  the innocence in  the  w orld."
At th i s  point pandemonium had broken loose.
For the  moment, a l l  courtesy  to  a stranger and a l l  con­
sid e ra tio n  fo r a woman were fo rgo tten ; and w ith the  
fea r of Moody, Sankey, and General Booth before th e ir  
eyes, the  righ teous audience howled a t  L otta, and punched 
one a n o th e r 's  heads in  th e  g a lle ry  with t ru ly  C hristian  
re s ig n a tio n . . . . Half the  people were f r e t t in g  and 
fuming about the luck less hymn-tune, and th e  r e s t  were 
blackening one a n o th e r 's  eyes in  the  name of re l ig io n .
(February, 1884, 84)
By February, 1888, however, Wilson B arre tt and George R. Sims 
had daring ly  used a clergyman as the  hero of th e ir  new play and had
O
gotten  away with i t ,  la rg e ly  due to  th e i r  "d isc re tio n  and t a c t . "
This apparently  paved the  way fo r  such la te r  productions as Jones' two
^See The T heatre . February, 1888, pp. 85-88, fo r  a f u l l  review 
of the  p lay .
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g
p lays, Judah and Michael and His Lost Angel, and fo r the  pseudo- 
B lb lica l Sign of the  Cross by Wilson B a r re t t .4
I f  we may Judge from the nature of the  a r t i c l e s  In The T heatre . 
the  re la t io n s  between the  Church and the  Stage flu c tu a ted  to  a great 
ex ten t. In 1882, fo r Instance, Martin P. Tupper was Inclined to  be 
o p tim is tic . He a sse rted  th a t the moral tone of the th e a tre  of the day 
had been elevated  from th a t of the  very recent p a s t, and th a t many of 
the  p layers were "most exemplary, not only In morals, but a lso  In re ­
l ig io n ."  This promising s ta te  of a f f a i r s  prompted Tupper to  express 
h is  conviction th a t "the p u lp it I s  glad to  welcome a coadjutor of good 
morals and pure re lig io n  even In th e  once despised and long-neglected 
s tag e ."  (A pril, 1882, 216-217)
Yet, th ree  years l a t e r ,  in- a strongly  worded paper Frank Mar­
sh a ll—th e  fa c t th a t  he was the husband of the  well known a c tre s s , Ada 
Cavendish, may have contribu ted  to  h is  vehemence—denounced the  churchly 
d e tra c to rs  of the  Stage. Singled out fo r sp ec ific  censure were The 
Bishop of London and the  Archbishop of Canterbury, Anglicans, and Cardi­
nal Manning, a  C atho lic . The Bishop had condemned the  b a lle t  fo r  I t s
®The Omnibus-Box of September, 1890, reported  th a t  the c lergy  
had been Inv ited  to  see the  performance of Judah. The main charac ter 
I s  a m in iste r who yielded to  tem ptation and lied  about i t  on oa th . The 
acceptance of t h i s  by a "church-going public" and by the clergy  i t s e l f  
"speaks volumes a lik e  fo r the  ca th o lic  s p i r i t  of the c lergy , and the  
earnest tendency of the higher forms of drama," commented the Box. See 
pages 148-149.
R e ac tio n s  toward Sign of the  Cross seem to  have been mixed.* 
Watch-Tower of December, 1895, reported  th a t some thought a re l ig io u s  
subject had been too fa m ilia r ly  t re a te d . However, the January, 1896, 
number reported th a t  a m in ister had recommended the  p lay h igh ly . See 
pp. 58-59.
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"impure" e ffe c ts  upon th e  young and had been quoted In a London paper 
a s  having '’’condemned th e  stage a lto g e th e r .’" To a l l  these  "professors 
of righ teousness” Marshall had t h i s  firm  re jo in d e r:
I t  Is  a g rea t mistake to  pretend th a t the members of 
th e  dramatic p ro fession  are any b e tte r  than th e ir  
neighbours; but we m aintain most strongly  th a t  they 
are  not any worse. . . . Nor does th e  stage ask of 
th e  church to  be patronised  or pa tted  on the back.
. . . A ll th a t  the stage asks of th e  Church I s ,  to  
t r e a t  I t  with common fa irn e ss  and what should be 
c h a rity .
(November, 1885, 240)
The "strange case" of the  b a lle t  g i r l  who had entered a convent, 
reported  by the Omnlbus-Box In 1887, seems to  support Marshall In many 
of h is  statem ents. The b a lle t  g i r l  had had some d i f f ic u l ty  In  gaining 
acceptance to  a convent due to  prejudice against the  stage. Apparently 
a minor fu ro r had been ra ised  before the  Incident was s e t t le d . The 
Omnlbus-Box commented th a t  indeed there  were good and bad b a lle t  g i r l s ,  
but warned " th a t I t  would be worse than fo l ly  on th a t account to  argue 
. . . th a t  th e  c a llin g  of the  stage Is  innocuous, or th a t  the  p ro fes­
sion of the  b a lle t  Is  fre e  from danger." (October, 1887, 224)
Lewis C arro ll—addressing the  reader as "a man who recognises 
. . . th a t  there  i s  a d is t in c tio n  between good and e v i l ," —meted out 
both p ra ise  and blame to  the stage In I t s  treatm ent of good and e v i l .  
Defining th e  "good" as a l l  th a t i s  "brave, and manly, and tru e , In 
human n a tu re ,"  C arro ll pronounced the Stage on a par with f ic t io n a l  
l i t e r a tu r e  and " d is t in c t ly  h igher" than Society, In i t s  treatm ent of 
v ice . Even in  th e  handling of re lig io u s  su b jec ts , C arro ll thought the 
worst instances of m istreatment to  be found not on the  Stage, but In 
"fashionable Society and popular L ite ra tu re ."  Said C a rro ll, "I have 
heard, from the l ip s  of clergymen, anecdotes whose ho rrid  blasphemy
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outdid anything th a t would be even possib le  on the S tag e .” Though 
C arro ll thought the Stage su itab ly  re v e re n tia l In I t s  treatm ent of 
a c ts  of prayer and p laces of worship, yet he declared i t  to  be some­
tim es rem iss in  I t s  treatm ent of oaths, m in iste rs , and e v il s p i r i t s .  
C arro ll objected to  anything p erta in in g  to  these tre a te d  in a Jesting  
manner. ThUB, C arro ll found fa u l t  with W. S. G ilbert fo r h is  penchant 
fo r "making bishops and clergymen contem ptible." He closed with a 
reference to  th e  " d is t in c tly  dramatic tone of much of the language of 
the  B ib le ."  (June, 1888, 285-294)
What was termed a "notable date In  th e a tr ic a l  annals" was de­
scribed in  Our Omnlbus-Box of November, 1889. On October 2, 1889, an 
a c to r , Bdward Terry, had read a paper on "The Amusements of the  Peop le ," 
a t  the  in v ita tio n  of the  C ard iff Church Congress. The Box was almost 
rapturous In I t s  p raise  of Terry.
The substance of the  de livery  was admirable; I t  was con­
c ise , the arguments In support of the drama were well 
chosen and fo rc ib le , and the author pointed out how un­
ch aritab le  i t  r e a l ly  was fo r  those who had never entered 
the playhouse, frequen tly  to  condemn an in s t i tu t io n  of 
the  bearings of which they were to ta l ly  ignorant; whereas, 
were the  clergy more u su a lly  to  a tten d , " th e ir  very presence 
might ensure p rop rie ty  from the  respect due to  th e ir  c lo th ."
(November, 1889, 271)
Yet another church conference, th is  time one a t  Grindenwald, 
gave I t 8 consideration  to  the  subject of the re la tio n s  between the 
Stage and the Church. This was reported  in Bchoes from the Green 
Room in  th e  September number, w ith the  comment th a t though ac to rs  
were no b e tte r—and no worse—than other people, yet th e ir  offences 
received more a tte n tio n  than those of o thers . (September, 1894, 147- 
148)
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S t i l l  another b i t  of evidence, adduced to  show the inproved 
re la tio n sh ip  between the  two an tagon is ts , was uncovered by T. Bdgar 
Pemberton In th e  November, 1894, Round Table. Pemberton revealed 
th a t  the  p o r t r a i ts  of the  famous ac ting  fam ily, the  Kembles, were now 
hanging In the  Deanery a t  Hereford. This link between the Church and 
the  Stage had been forged by the  marriage of the  Dean and the  daughter 
of Fanny Kemble.
By June, 1897, The Watch-Tower could make t h i s  g ra tify in g  s ta te ­
ment:
Within liv in g  memory, however, a change . . . has 
become apparent. The Church acknowledges the  In­
fluence of th e  Drama, and many of th e  c lergy , p re­
la te s  not excepted, a re  to be found among the  audi­
ences a t  th e a tre s  in  which in te l le c tu a l  e n te r ta in ­
ments a re  provided.
(June, 1897, 308)
The Tower c ite d  the  in v ita tio n  issued to  S ir  Henry Irv in g , a stage 
luminary, to  r e c i te  Tennyson's Becket "in  the  chapterhouse of Canterbury 
C athedral, almost a t  the very spot where, according to  t r a d i t io n , the 
sturdy and high-minded Archbishop met h is  death ,"  as a "memorable fact."®  
Also lauded was th e  Archdeacon of London, who had spoken before a  group 
gathered a t  th e  C rite rio n  Theatre to  d iscuss b e n e f its  fo r  a c to rs 1 or­
phans. Concluded the  Tower happily , "Whatever i t s  shortcomings may 
be, the Drama must always be a potent fa c to r  in  our l i f e  and thought, 
and Archdeacon S in c la ir , a prominent rep resen ta tiv e  of the  c le rgy , i s  
a liv e  to  i t s  importance, i t s  re s p o n s ib i l i t ie s ,  and i t s  a sp ira tio n s ."
5Irv ing  i s  given th e  major c red it fo r  help ing  to  bring about a 
rapprochement between Church and Stage. See The T heatre . Ju ly , 1897, 
pp. 14-17, fo r  a f u l l  d esc rip tio n  of Becket as read by Irv ing .
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Even the  h ith e r to  re c a lc it ra n t  Nonconformist was beginning to  
look vqaon the stage with more fr ie n d lin e ss  by 1897. Commented A lfred 
Halstead In the  August number:
The modern Nonconformist has come to  see th a t 
there  a re  p len ty  of decent, wholesome p lays on 
the stage today, as w ell s b  plays which are 
n e ith e r the  one nor the  o th er. He I s  beginning 
to  recognise I t  a s  a duty to  help make the  former 
successfu l, and severely to  boycott the o th e rs .
(August, 1897, 80)
Other evidences of b e tte r  re la tio n s  between Church and Stage 
In the  year 1897 Include: the  Dean of Canterbury’s approval given to
a playwright to dramatize a play in  which Nero was the ch ief charac-
g
te r ;  the Reverend Canon Thompson's to a s t  to  Henry Irv ing  In which 
Irv ing  was described as "a re a l and liv in g  force  In the community";7 
a performance a t  Canterbury of the Reverend Henry C ressw ell's  Conversion 
of Bngland. In which both clergymen and laymen had taken p a r t .8
I t  I s  abundantly c le a r  th a t the years between 1878 and 1897 
had witnessed a betterm ent of the re la tio n s  between the Church and 
the  Stage. In The Theatre a carefu l record of th is  gradual change In 
a t t i tu d e  has been fa i th fu l ly  se t down.
®The Theatre, August, 1897, p . 109.
7The T heatre . November, 1897, 268-269.
8The Theatre. December, 1897, p . 334.
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Government Censorship
The h is to ry  of the  Lord Chamberlain’s re la tio n sh ip  with the 
stage dates back to  a Parliam entary Act of 1737, which firm ly  estab ­
lished  the Chamberlain’s r ig h t to  censor stage p lays . Thenceforth 
any person contemplating the  production of a play was required  to  sub-
Q
ralt a ’’’t r u e ” ' copy of h is  play to  the  o ffice  of the Chamberlain. 
Persons disobeying th is  e d ic t were to  be fined  the  sum of f i f t y  pounds. 
(December, 1889, 279-280)
The a tt i tu d e  of the w rite rs  of The Theatre toward the  dramatic 
censor, known as the Examiner of P lays, shows considerable v a ria tio n  
through the years. The Watch-Tower of November, 1878, began by com­
menting th a t i t  was " in ev itab le ” th a t  the censor should be subject to  
’’v io len t a tta c k s , both as regards i t s  p rin c ip le  and i t s  p ra c tic a l 
working.” The most recent complaint against the censor had come from 
a d ram atist, M atthlson, whose adaptation  of a French Play had been 
banned by the Examiner of P lays, E. F. S. P ig o tt. The Tower made i t  
apparent th a t  i t  was fu lly  aware of the  underlying problems Involved 
in  censorship
. . . E specially  i s  i t  na tu ra l th a t the weak po in t of 
the censorship should be considered by those who d is ­
approve of i t  to  l ie  in  i t s  inconsis ten t operation .
To d iscuss the  p rin c ip le  of the c en so r 's  decisions 
would obviously be mere waste of b rea th . He i s  the 
one Judge from whom there  i s  no appeal, and who-may 
allow him self to  be swayed by the caprice of the
9An Act fo r  Regulating Theatres was passed in  1843. This em­
powered the  Lord Chamberlain to  license  th e a tre s , provided th a t the 
th e a tre s  could meet the  requirem ents of the London County Council with 
respec t to  " s tru c tu ra l f i tn e s s .” See The T heatre . January, 1895, 
pp. 13-14.
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moment. He deals moreover with su b jec ts  of d ispu te  
which are so Impalpable a s  to  be almost beyond ac tu a l 
proof e ith e r  one way or the  o ther. He i s  a so rt of 
mouthpiece of public  opinion, and h is  ch ief d i f f ic u lty  
l ie s  in  determining what tune i t  i s  th a t  public opinion 
wishes him to  p lay .
(November, 1878, 260)
Returning to  the  play which had in sp ired  the most recen t controversy, 
the  Tower gave the  disappointed author a dubious measure of comfort 
with a comment th a t the  play Mmlght without danger to  the morals of 
the  public have been represented on the stage, more esp ec ia lly  as i t  
would probably have had but a short career during which to  do any 
harm." N evertheless, the Tower upheld the Examiner, m aintaining th a t 
th e  cen so r 's  decision had been consisten t w ith those he had previously 
rendered. The Tower made i t s  tru e  fee lin g s  about censorship known, 
however, when i t  commented th a t  i t  would take more than th is  small 
fu ro r "to blow away the  abuses and the a b su rd itie s  of our p resen t 
system of dram atic cen so rsh ip .”
The Tower seems to  have had a change of heart about the value 
of censorship, fo r  in  December, 1878, i t  made th i s  statem ent:
Grant fo r  a moment th a t Mr. P lgo tt and h is  predecessor 
. . . have, lik e  other Government c le rk s , made th e ir  
mistakes., and th a t  Lord H ertfo rd 's  i s  not the best in­
t e l l e c t  th a t  could be chosen fo r  th e  determ ination of 
questions of ta s te  and m orality ; . . . grant a l l  th i s ,  
and even then i t  may s t i l l  be th a t  the censorship does 
more good than harm, and th a t th i s  p a r tic u la r  censor i s  
upon the  whole more o ften  r ig h t than wrong in  h is  con­
sc ien tious decisions.
(December, 1878, 334)
On th is  occasion, too , the Tower upheld the  c en so r 's  decision  against 
the  a ssa u lts  of another re se n tfu l d ram atist, Sydney Grundy. Further­
more, the  Tower thought i t  possib le  th a t English drama would benefit 
from the a c t iv i t ie s  of the Examiner, inasmuch as the  "clever young
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playw rights lik e  Mr. Grundy" might then try  th e i r  hand a t  o rig in a l 
work ra th e r  than spend th e i r  time on "nasty or risk y  French o r ig in a ls ."
Grundy him self stepped forward In the follow ing March to  s ta te  
h is  own ca'se. He pointed out th a t  when a play was banned, the  author 
had no r ig h t  to  appeal the Judgement, nor was he to ld  wherein he had 
offended. In Grundy’s opinion the whole system of censorship was con­
ducive to  the  Improper exercise  of "absolute power." Next, he as­
serted  th a t  I t  was d i f f ic u l t  to  Judge a p lay by i t s  s c r ip t .  "The tend­
ency of a book or an a r t i c l e  can very c le a r ly  be perceived In ltB  manu­
sc r ip t form, but I t  Is  not a t a l l  easy even fo r experts to  Judge of 
the  p rec ise  e ffe c t of a p lay  u n t i l  i t  i s  presented upon the s tag e ."  
Furthermore, he conceded th a t abo lish ing  censorship might permit the 
production of some "works of a mischievous ch a rac te r."  Notwithstanding, 
Grundy thought th a t i t  would be b e tte r  to  put up with th i s  condition 
In lie u  of suppressing "one Innocent p lay ."  L ast, Grundy believed 
th a t  the  drama I s  "a g rea t a r t  which must enjoy absolute freedom." 
Grundy seems to  have made out an exce llen t case fo r him self and h is  
fellow  d ram atists .
The m atter of censorship was dropped u n t i l  November, 1889, when 
th e re  appeared an eloquent p lea  fo r  the  a b o litio n  of censorship from 
William Henry Hudson. Like Grundy, Hudson thought th a t  the  system had 
led to  numerous abuses and I r r e g u la r i t ie s .  A dditionally , he arguad, 
the  drama i s  the  only one of the  a r t s  subject to  the censor. Besides, 
censorship had not e rad ica ted  th a t fo r  which I t  had been es tab lish ed .
The Censorship has proved i t s e l f  powerless to  guard
from outrage the f in e ly -s tru n g  sensitiveness of the
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B ritish  natron, or to  insure  Mrs. Grundy’s fee lin g s  
against occasional shock.
(December, 1889, 282)
A ll these  considerations led Hudson to  conclude as follows:
Our stage l i te ra tu re  must remain handicapped so long 
as we a re  content to  to le ra te  what Mr. Buchanan has 
so w ell ca lled  "a specia l providence sa laried  by the 
S ta te ,” nor w ill i t  ever take i t s  proper place or 
exercise i t s  f u l le s t  influence u n t i l  the o f f ic ia l  
Censorship has been replaced by the tru e r  Censorship 
of public and a free  Press.
(December, 1889, 283)
The other side of the question was placed before the readers 
by Arthur Goodrich in  May, 1892. Unlike Hudson, Goodrich had l i t t l e  
confidence in the  a b i l i ty  of the general public to ac t as i t s  own 
censor. Goodrich displayed h is  own basic  conservatism when he expressed 
th e  opinion th a t  a t best "a present safeguard” would be exchanged fo r 
something ’’merely speculative and th e o re t ic .” In addition  the w riter 
p red ic ted  th a t upon the removal of censorship, there would be nothing 
to  prevent the  managers from catering  to the demands for ’’immoral 
p la y s .” That there  would be demands Goodrich was c e r ta in . Moreover, 
th e re  was fu r th e r  danger th a t  young people would be corrupted, "for 
p ru rien t c u rio s ity  i s  unhappily a c h a ra c te r is tic  of the young.” Good­
r i c h ’s idea of the  Immoral play proves to  be le ss  risque farce  than 
the  Ibsen-ish  problem p lay . Said Goodrich:
In giving us playB, these people would say, "You must 
not s lu r  over the  nasty spots of our soc ia l l i f e  because 
such realism  might, by the community a t la rge , be con­
sidered rep u ls iv e . How can i t  be repu lsive  when i t  i s  
tru e ? ”
(May, 1892, 234)
And again he made h is  antagonism toward the new drama c ry s ta l c le a r  when 
he s ta te d , "There i s ,  su re ly , a great d ifference  between th e  double
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entendres of f a rc ic a l  comedy and Immorality made a t t r a c t iv e  and ex­
cusable by example, Insid ious argument, and specious lo g ic .n These 
fea rs  led Goodrich to  come to  a conclusion remarkable fo r i t s  In­
v a lid i ty .
. . .  A drama which would hold up to  scorn a l l  those 
links and t i e s  which bind soc ie ty  together proves the  
necessity  fo r  some superv ision . The Licenser might 
re fu se  a license  to  a comparatively harmless p lay , but 
a bad Lord Chamberlain i s  b e tte r  than no Lord Chamber- 
la in , ju s t a s a bad m agistrate  i s  b e tte r  than Anarchy.
(May, 1892, 237)
The Lord Chamberlain and h is  fac tio n  came in to  th e ir  own, how­
ever, in  January, 1895. As Charles Dickens oberved with some dryness:
I t  i s  not very often  th a t  a l l  the th e a tr ic a l  managers 
in  London a re  found to  be of ab so lu te ly  one mind about 
anything, and the  unanimity with which they have recen tly  
avowed th e ir  desire  to  be regulated  by the Lord Chamber- 
la in  ra th e r  than by the  London County Council comes upon 
us with a mild shock of su rp r ise . With the fe a r  of th a t  
t e r r ib le  Licensing Committee in  Spring Gardens before 
th e ir  eyes, they c lin g  to  the o f f ic ia l s  of S t. Jam es's 
Palace with a tenacious a ffe c tio n  which i s  almost touching.
(January, 1895, 10-11)
Abandoning h is  face tlo u sn ess , Dickens commented th a t  th is  s ta te  of 
a f f a i r s  was evidence of the  " ta c t and d isc re tio n "  w ith which the present 
Lord Chamberlain had performed h is  d u tie s . The amicable re la tio n s  be­
tween the  th e a tre s  and the  Chamberlain were but a recen t m anifesta tion . 
According to  DlckenB, the p resen t Chamberlain now in te rfe re d  only 
"ra re ly "  with th e  th e a tre s  once they had been licensed .*0 However, the
*°A manager, John Holllngshead, expressed d is s a tis fa c tio n  with 
the e n tire  licensing .system  in  1897. "Our licen s in g  laws are  only f i t  
to  govern the entertainm ents . . .  of African savages." See The T heatre . 
September, 1895, p . 139.
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Bxamlner of Plays was s t i l l  a c tiv e . Dickens c ited  the  confusion 
e x is tin g  over the length of the tenure held by the  Examiner as proof 
o f the "loose way In which so many Acts of Parliament are  drawn." No 
one seemed to  know whether the  Examiner re ta in ed  h is  o ff ic e  "fo r l i f e ,  
or fo r  the  l i f e  of the  Sovereign, or only during the good w ill and 
p leasure  of the  Lord Chamberlain." (January, 1895, 14) The previously  
re v ile d  Examiner, P lg o tt, received an apprecia tive  t r ib u te  fo r  a 
change.
. . .  I t  may be said  th a t  he has been guided by common- 
sense p r in c ip le s , and has acted with a candid and open 
mind, and has taken a broader view of h is  d u tie s  and a 
g rea te r sense of h is  re sp o n s ib ili ty  to  dram atic a r t  than 
ever obtained before.
(January, 1895, 15)
The la te  m anifesta tions of a ffe c tio n  fo r  the Chamberlain’s 
o ff ic e  were m otivated by managerial fe a rs  of find ing  themselves under 
th e  le s s  tender mercy of th e  London County Council. Managers had had 
unpleasant Ind ica tions of ju s t what the supervision of the  London 
County Council e n ta ile d , i f  the word of an anonymouB manager can be 
taken . S tated  th e  manager, "Unhappily, however, I t  seems to  be a p a rt 
of the  po licy  of th e  London County Council to  be discourteous in  manner 
to  the managers of th e a tre s ."  (September, 1894, 106) Furthermore, 
th e re  was much resentment ag a in st the C ouncil's  p e rs is te n t  hab it of 
lumping the  music h a l ls  and the th e a tre s  together and tre a tin g  them as 
a u n i t .  The Watch-Tower was highly  indignant over t h i s  and a lso  over 
th e  make-up of the Council i t s e l f  which I t  described u n f la t te r in g ly  . 
a s  "a prejudiced  and narrow-minded c lique  of fa d d is ts , p u rita n s , and 
' labour le a d e rs ,1 despera te ly  anxious th a t  nobody but themselves sh a ll 
ever have an opportunity  of posing as fr ien d s  of the 'unemployed.'"
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(December, 1894, 279)
The evidence th a t  the menace of the  London County Council vas 
keenly f e l t  I le a  In a second a r t ic le  by Dickens In the March number. 
Alluding to  the attem pts of the "P rogressis t members of the  County 
Council" to  gain supervisory contro l over the th e a tre s , Dickens urged 
the readers to  keep the  Issue In mind during the  comlrtg e le c tio n s  In 
March.
. . .  I t  Is  most d e sirab le  th a t the  very re a l  danger 
of the s itu a tio n  should be s te a d ily  kept before the 
eyes of a l l  such v o te rs  a s  a re  d ire c tly  or in d ire c tly  
In te re s ted  in  the w ell-being of the stage . I t  i s  not 
too much to  say th a t  the  votes of the very large c la ss  
which comes under th i s  category would almost tu rn  the  
scale  where the e le c to rs  a re , as to  other m atters, 
f a i r ly  well balanced, and we sh a ll be g rea tly  to  blame 
i f  we do not make our power thoroughly f e l t  a t  the 
p o l ls .
(March, 1895, 140)
A fter r e te l l in g  the  grievances of the managers against the Council, 
Dickens s ta te d  unequivocally th a t  the  re a l In ten t of the P ro g ress is t 
pa rty  waB to  destroy  the  th e a tre s  a lto g e th e r. " I f  the  P rog ress is t 
p a rty  wins, the a ttack  on the stage i s  c e r ta in  to  be continued, and In 
a l l  p ro b a b ility  with success."
In February the rec en tly  lauded P ig o tt, the  Examiner of P lays, 
d ied , a fa c t which was reported in  the  April issu e . The Watch-Tower 
paid t r ib u te  to  P igo tt as "a man of the world." More s ig n if ic a n tly , 
the  Tower declared, th a t "he had never, i t  i s  believed , deprived the 
world, by h is  blindness or se v e rity , of a dramatic m asterpiece."^^
11Echoes from the Green Room a lso  commented on Mr. P ig o tt as fo l ­
lows: "He . . . had been Examiner of Plays fo r  Just over 20 years. In
th a t time th e  standard of what could sa fe ly  be perm itted  on the stage 
underwent a remarkable change, and i t  says much fo r  th e  exce llen t Judg­
ment of Mr. P ig o tt th a t  he so e a s ily  recognised th i s  change, and made 
no il l-a d v is e d  or f u t i l e  a t t e s t s  to  oppose I t . "  A p ril, 1895, p . 247.
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Upon h is  death, th e re  had been a g ita tio n  fo r  the  abo lish ing  of the 
o ffice  a lto g e th e r . ThlB outcry had been of b r ie f  du ra tion , having 
faded rap id ly  fo r  want of encouragement from the p ress and other po­
te n t sources. A fter keeping managers and playw rights on the  qul vlve 
fo r some tim e, the  Lord Chamberlain announced the  appointment of Mr. 
George Alexander Redford, a  man th e  Tower described as "a gentleman of 
whom not only the general p u b lic , but the th e a tr ic a l  p u b lic , had never 
heard u n t i l  h is  name was announced In the  P re s s .” The Dally News 
s ta te d  the new Examinees q u a lif ic a tio n s  to  be ,Mh ls  personal f i tn e s s 1” 
p lu s  a knowledge of h is  o ffice  obtained from close  a sso c ia tio n  with h is  
predecessor. As the  Tower saw I t ,  bad fee lin g s  had been aroused in  some 
c ir c le s  because of the  delay In se lec tin g  the new censor. There had 
apparently  been a g rea t number of candidates, among whom was Charles 
Dickens, th e  same who wrote fo r  The T heatre . E ither because I t  may 
have supported Dickens fo r  the  p o s itio n , or fo r  some other reason, the 
Tower seems to  evince a strangely  dubious a tt i tu d e  toward the  whole 
proceeding.
So now the whole tragl-comedy Is  over. . . . Had Mr.
P ig o tt1s decease been followed Immediately by the 
announcement of Mr. R edford 's succession to  h is  p o s t, 
ou tside  candidature fo r  the  place would have been pre­
vented. As i t  I s ,  Mr. Redford i s  on h is  t r i a l ,  and we 
have no r ig h t to  assume th a t he w ill not come trium phantly 
out of the  s te rn  o rdeal.
(A pril, 1895, 196)
Redford found, however, th a t  h is  ”ste rn  ordeal” had only begun 
with h is  ta rd y  appointment. In May, 1896, a w rathful p layw right, Robert 
Buchanan, launched a b i t t e r  a ttack  upon the  censor. Buchanan b i t t e r ly  
a ssa iled  the  Bxamlner fo r  banning h is  work because th e re  had been—so 
th e  dram atist sa id—"discussion  of so c ia l m orality” In i t .  Coyly
128
declin ing  to  "give away the p lo t” of h is  p iece , Buchanan gave vent to  
h la  fee lin g s  In these words:
The head and fro n t of the offending was a s itu a tio n  a t 
the  end of the th ird  a c t, and th a t  s itu a tio n  c lo se ly  re ­
sembled, In everything but psychology, one licensed  in  
the Maltre des Forges, The Ironm aster, and my own Lady 
C lare . A man m arries a woman, and discovering , when they 
a re  alone . . . th a t she does not love him, Informs her 
th a t they must liv e  apart . . . u n t i l  such time as she 
can care fo r  him a s  a wife should care fo r  her husband. . . .
There I s  nothing very new in  th is  s i tu a tio n , as I t e l l  
i t ,  and nothing, I f e e l ,  very shocking; but i t  was the 
nuance of the  th in g , the hidden enormity of the th in g , 
the  fou l suggestiveness of th e  th in g , th a t appalled Ur. 
Redford!
(Uay, 1896, 256)
What Buchanan found insupportable was the  Examiner’s to lerance  of what 
the  playw right ca lled  "go-as-you-please and dress-as-you-p lease  vu lgari­
t i e s . "  Of course, th i s  i s  Buchanan’s side of the  s to ry . Redford, un­
fo r tu n a te ly , never explained him self—a t le a s t  In The T heatre .
The December Watch-Tower of 1896 seems to  give a t  le a s t  one of 
Buchanan’ s charges credence. In an a r t i c l e  e n tit le d  "N astiness on the 
S tage," the  Tower ca lled  Mr. Redford down fo r  passing a French adapta­
tio n  which the Tower thought redo len t of the  "g u tte r ."  Accordingly, 
th e  Tower reminded Redford of h is  d u tie s  as "the guardian of public 
morals so f a r  a s  the  stage i s  concerned."
Whether the  circumstance Is  the  r e s u l t  of ignorance or 
of care lessness I t  I s  none of our business to  in q u ire .
Enough th a t the  f a c t  remains, and Inev itab ly  suggests 
the moral th a t  I f  Ur. Redmond does not speedily  waken 
to  a proper sense of r e s p o n s ib i l i t ie s  he may unexpectedly 
find  them, and th a t a t  no very d is ta n t  d a te , tran sfe rred  
to  other and to  stronger shoulders.
(December, 1896, 302)
In  f in e , th e  problems of censoring plays were numerous, and re ­
ac tio n s in  The Theatre toward censorship varied considerably . One th ing  
must have been c e r ta in —by th e  very nature of h is  d u tie s  i t  was p a ten tly
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inpossib le  fo r  the censor to  p lease  everyone. As one of the a r t i c le s  
suggested , th e  censor a t best represented contemporary public opinion 
and ta s te s .
The Press
During the era  covered by The Theatre magazine the  re la tio n s  
between the  p ress a s  represented by the  dramatic c r i t i c s ,  and the  
stage were marked by numerous con troversies . C erta in  knotty  questions 
about dram atic c ritic ism  arose  ea rly  in  the  course of the magazine and 
seemed to  increase in  number with the  years.
The Watch-Tower once commented with acute percep tion  th a t " i t  
can never be a  very p lea san t, and ra re ly  perhaps a very p ro f ita b le , 
task  to  c r i t i c i s e  th e  c r i t i c s . "  According to  the Tower, however, "the 
case i s  of course d if fe re n t  i f  the c r it ic ism  be the angry r e to r t  wrung 
out of disappointed author or c re a to r ."  (February, 1879, 4)
One such "disappointed c rea to r"  was Henry J .  Byron, who a c ­
cu ra te ly  e n ti t le d  h is  a r t i c le  "Growls from a Playw right." From Byron' b  
poin t of view the c r i t i c s  should m aintain d if fe re n t  standards of- c r i t i ­
cism fo r  o rig in a l work and fo r  French adaptations and tra n s la tio n s . As 
Byron saw i t ,  the argument th a t  a given p iece pleased the  audience i r ­
respective  of source was "cheap" and moreover, "unworthy the considera­
tio n  of an a r t i s t . "
I do not mean to  argue th a t ,  because a p lay  i s  not taken 
from a fo reign  source, i t  i s  of necessity  to  be tre a te d  
ten d e rly . But I  contend th a t ,  however c lev e rly  a p lay 
may be adapted, i t  i s ,  a s  an in te l le c tu a l  achievement, 
on a to ta l ly  d if fe re n t  and in fe r io r  foo ting  to  [ sic] an 
o r ig in a l conqjositlon. . . . But above a l l ,  one would 
imagine those c r i t i c s ,  who should lead public  ta s te ,
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would lend th e i r  powerful a id  towards e s tab lish in g  or 
a s s is t in g  the po p u larity  of o rig in a l work ra th e r  than 
grudgingly adm itting th e  success with "the audience" 
w hilst deploring the  r e s u l t ;  fo r with one or two 
c r i t i c s  anything short of a fiasco  seems to  be a per­
sonal grievance.
(January, 1880, 21)
A fter dwelling a t some length upon the absence of "a kindly  pat or 
two on the  back" from the c r i t i c s  when h is  la te s t  c rea tion  had been 
produced, Byron declared " ’f i r s t - n ig h t  n o tic e s ’" to  be culpable fo r
12"much of the  slap-dash and sweeping element in  dramatic c r it ic ism ."  
Said th e  playw right,
. . . When a new play i s  placed before the  c r i t i c ,  
with the  motive, th e  d e ta i l s ,  and the dialogue of 
which he i s  to ta l ly  unacquainted, I  say i t  i s  un­
f a i r  to  take h is  necessa rily  hastily-form ed opinion 
of i t s  f a u l ts  or m erits as  r e l ia b le  or valuab le , 
however conscientious and experienced the c r i t i c  
may be.
(January, 1880, 23)
According to  Byron the p a r ty - lik e  atmosphere of a ty p ic a l f i r s t  night 
provided "too many d is tra c tin g  elements" fo r the c r i t i c  to  perform 
h is  d u tie s  s a t is f a c to r i ly .  Accordingly, the  d ram atist pleaded fo r a 
second look a t  a p iece before the  w riting  of an evaluation . This 
po licy , so Byron sa id , would in sp ire  b e tte r  o rig in a l work on the p a rt 
of the  p layw rights. Whilst declaring  th a t "the m ajority  of the  London 
c r i t i c s  a re  h o n est,"  Byron yet maintained th a t those who themselves 
had f a i le d  a s  d ram atists were among the  le a s t sym pathetic. "But there  
i s  no more severe and exacting au d ito r than your would-be d ram a tis t,"  
he charged.
12A Watch-Tower a r t i c l e  in  the February, 1879, issue a lso  was 
c r i t i c a l  of f i r s t - n ig h t  evaluations. Pp. 6-7.
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Two months la te r  Byron’s a lle g a tio n s  drew a remarkably temper­
a te —but yet pointed—reply  from a c r i t i c ,  Dutton Cook. The c r i t i c  
observed th a t  Byron's years of seasoning as an ac to r-d ram atls t had 
n e ith e r succeeded In teaching him "endurance" nor In easing h is  "suf­
fe rin g s  consequent upon an excess of se n s itiv e n ess ."  G etting down to  
the p layw righ t's  d isapproval of f i r s t - n ig h t  c r it ic ism , Cook pointed 
out th a t such evaluations had been rendered "time out of mind." As fo r 
the  f e s t iv i t i e s  c h a ra c te r is t ic  of prem ieres, Cook agreed with the play­
wright e s s e n tia lly , but thought he had exaggerated the case somewhat. 
With In f in ite  g u ile , Cook poin ted  out th a t such a s itu a tio n  helped 
the  dram atist a c tu a lly .
The f i r s t  performance, say of one of Mr. Byron's 
p lays Is  an occasion of some excitem ent. Ex­
p ec ta tio n  I s  a s t i r ;  th e re  assembles a crowded and 
In te re s ted  house. The p ro fessiona l c r i t i c s  form 
but a very small contingent; but the  a u th o r 's  
fr ie n d s  a re  there  in  g rea t fo rce , and the  fr ien d s  
of the management. But what Is  the  probable 
re s u lt?  Surely the kindly  recep tion  of the p lay .
(March, 1880, 143)
With such a co rd ia l audience the  c r i t i c s  were lik e ly  to  tend toward 
"excessive len iency ,"  the  d ram atist was to ld . Further, Byron was In­
formed th a t the newspapers must operate on a p rin c ip le  of giving quick 
news and comment. "Every event must bear i t s  comment, and a s  speedily  
a s  may be ."  Warming to  h is  su b jec t, the  c r i t i c  s ta ted  th a t since
i
"modern drama must be c lassed  amongst the  l i t e r a tu r e  of the l ig h te s t  
c la s s ,"  I t  was hard ly  necessary to  pay a second v i s i t  to  the th e a tre  
In order to  render a Just v e rd ic t .  In  f a c t ,  said  Cook, a reconsidera­
t io n  of th e  p iece  might reveal more of I t s  f a u l t s .  Moreover, the 
p ress  n o tices  gave the  dram atist Invaluable p u b lic ity . With regard
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to  Byron h im self, Cook maintained th a t he had enjoyed the  p ra ises  of 
the p ress through a long s tr in g  of successes. The fa i lu re  of the 
d ram a tis t’s la s t  e f fo r t  the  c r i t i c  a ttr ib u te d  to  the  p u b lic ’s re sen t­
ment of "ce rta in  inconveniences in i t s  p lo t ."  Cook strongly  suggested 
th a t Byron had become spoiled by "a s u r fe it  of success," and one i s  
highly tempted to  agree with the c r i t i c .
In th e  same issue another d ra m a tis t 's  walls were heard v ia  a 
review w ritten  by F. C. Burnand of h is  own p lay , Ourselves. This 
unique commentary consisted  large ly  of the p layw righ t's  ta le  of woe. 
Burnand was a lso  th e  e d ito r  of Punch, but on the  present occasion h is  
sense of humor deserted  him. Ourselves, b i l le d  as a "new" comedy, was 
based upon a French p lay . The au thor, however, had given h is  adapta­
tio n  "a new reading of the  charac ters"  and "a reconstructed  p lo t ."  
Burnand informed the  readers th a t i l ln e s s  had prevented him from a t ­
tending the  f in a l  reh earsa ls  of the  p lay , and the piece had thus been 
deprived of h is  last-m inute  superv ision . He had a lso  been prevented 
from a ttend ing  the opening night f e s t iv i t i e s  "on one of the fogg iest 
n igh ts  of th i s  excep tionally  foggy w in te r."  Burnand quoted the r e ­
views. from The D ally Telegraph which had commented unfavorably on the 
a c to rs ' nervousness and th e i r  need to  be prompted, aside from in te r ­
minable w aits between a c ts .  In ad d itio n , Burnand continued, more 
foggy n igh ts  had followed the  f i r s t ,  and the  managers had withdrawn 
the piece a f te r  an unsuccessful short run . In the  p layw righ t's  
opinion the  work had been withdrawn too soon and hence "the genuine 
public" had not had an opportunity to  make th e i r  own Judgements. 
Burnand's reasoning i s  curiously  i l lo g ic a l ,  a s  the  follow ing excerpt 
w ill rev ea l.
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One might as well Judge of a Beauty [ sic] by a 
blurred photograph of her, or come to  the con­
clusion th a t your forehead has come in  two, . . . 
because you saw yourself thus d is to r te d  and mis­
represented In a defec tive  cheap m irror a t a 
second-rate seaside lodging-house, a s  form a cor­
re c t opinion of "Ourselves" from the f i r s t  per­
formance. . . .
I f  the comedy was so hopelessly bad, why did 
the  management accept i t ?
(March, 1880, 173)
In the  l ig h t  of a l l  these  considerations, Burnand thought the  c r i t i c s ’ 
function  should properly  s ta r t  with the se lec tio n  of th e  p lay . I f  "a 
bench of c r i t i c s ” were to  approve of a given p iece , then c r i t i c a l  Judge­
ment on the  f i r s t  performance would deal exclusively with the  '"m ounting"1 
and the  a c tin g . "C ritic s  always blame the  author for everyth ing ,"
Burnand moaned p la in tiv e ly . In Burnand’s estim ation the  c r i t i c s  should 
not a ttend  a performance u n t i l  the " th ird  or fou rth  n igh t"; nor should 
the d ra m a tis t’s name be d isc losed  u n t i l  the work had been Judged a t  
le a s t a "sucees d 'e s tltn e ."  I t  i s  most apparent that d isg run tled  au thors 
were w illin g  to  place th e  blame fo r a given fa i lu re  on anything but the 
products of th e ir  c e reb ra tio n .* 3
Our Omnlbus-Box of May, 1882, gave a c r i t i c 's  t a le  of woe. This 
Is  almost surely  Clement S c o tt 's  opinion, as he also held the  p o sitio n  
of drama c r i t i c  fo r  The Dally Telegraph besides h is  ed ito rsh ip  of the  
magazine. Said S co tt,
A manager sends out an In v ita tio n , and aBks the favour 
of an opinion upon th is  or th a t  production. I f  th a t  
opinion happens to  be unfavourable, but one with which the
13An a r t i c l e  sharply reminding d ram atists  tha t I f  they would 
w rite  "clever and w itty  p lay s ,"  they would not have to  fear the c r i t i c 's  
Ind iffe rence , appeared in  September, 1894, pp. 161-164.
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public  e n tire ly  coincides, i t  I s  a m iracle I f  from 
manager, au thor, or a c to r , an offensive l e t t e r  does 
not emanate. The f i r s t  th ing  Is  to  discover a motive 
and construct a reason. I t  never s tr ik e s  manager, 
au thor, or ac to r th a t  the motive I s  t ru th ;  and the 
reason, opinion—bad or good, w orthless or otherwise— 
but s t i l l  an opinion. . . .  On the  whole, I  have 
‘ come to  the conclusion th a t though our c r i t ic s  may be 
"mostly fo o ls ,"  those they c r i t i c i s e  are c h ie fly  
ch ild ren .
(May, 1882, 309)
Subsequent Omnibus-Boxes staunchly defended the  embattled c r i t i c s  
against the onslaughts of the  stage world. (June, 1883, 373-375; 
January, 1884, 51-52; February, 1885, 94) In a lengthy fea tu re  
a r t i c l e  Scott again dwelled upon the t r i a l s  of being a c r i t i c .  "A 
c r i t i c ’s unpopularity  la s ts  exactly  as long as th e  p lay  or the per­
formance he cannot conscien tiously  p ra is e ,"  said the  ed ito r fe e lin g ly . 
(June, 1889, 306)
In May, 1890, new f a u l t s  were imputed to  the dram atic c r i t i c s .  
According to  the au thor, one "A .J.D .," there  was a noticeable trend 
toward the f lip p a n t and the Jocular in  the  reviewing of the day, which 
i f  unchecked would "drag down c rit ic ism  to  the degraded level to  which 
i t  has already sunk in  some p a r ts  of the  United S ta te s ."
The average dram atic c r itiq u e  of to-day [ sic ] 
scarcely  deserves th a t  l i te r a r y  designation .
. . . The l i t e r a r y  m erits of a p lay  a re  ne­
g lec ted , i t s  p o in ts  slu rred  over, and the e f­
f o r t s  of those tak ing  p a rt w ilfu lly  m isconstrued.
Indeed, everything i s  sa c rif ice d  to  a few weak 
Jokes, a c u ttin g  phrase or two, and a verbal 
assagai aimed a t  the p e rso n a lity  of someone con­
nected with the  entertainm ent . . . .
(May, 1890, 254)
Fortunate ly , the  w riter s ta te d , th is  tendency had not yet found ltB  
way to  "the more important p ap ers ,"  bu t, on the other hand, the  l a t t e r
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were often  g u ilty  of p r in tin g  u n in te res tin g  and hackneyed reviews. 
Perhaps, i t  was suggested, i t  was th e i r  "deadly dulness" which had 
caused the  public  to  take an in te re s t  in "the new s ty le "  of c r i t i c a l  
work. The w rite r  held th a t the c u ltiv a to rs  of the "the new s ty le"  
were o ften  persons who did not know anything about the stage, and were, 
besides, "abso lu te ly  in d iffe re n t to  i t s  w elfare ."  I t  was the opinion 
of "A.J.D." th a t  there  was a happy medium a tta in a b le  in contemporary 
c ritic ism —a blend of "the ca re fu l thought of the past"  p lus "the 
v iv id  d escrip tiv e  s ty le  and p ictu resque word-painting which th i s  
ac tiv e  age approves." The w rite r  was deligh ted  to  say th a t there  were 
a few p ra c tit io n e rs  of the happy medium ex tan t.
I t  was in ev itab le  th a t "A .J.D ."’s strongly  worded a ttac k  should 
provoke an answer. In Ju ly , 1890, Evelyn Ballantyne rose to  champion 
what he ca lled  the "unfortunate minor c r i t i c . "  Ballantyne termed h is  
opponent’s "vehement t ira d e "  large ly  a case of "specia l p lead ing .” 
B allantyne, however, was open to  the same charge, since by h is  own 
admission he him self was a "member of the c o n fra te rn ity "  of minor c r i ­
t i c s .  Ballantyne pointed out th a t though a c r i t i c  was supposed to  
guide public  opinion, i t  would be dangerous fo r him to  get too f a r  
ahead of popular thought. Such a course of action  would only re s u l t  
in  "a lien a tin g  and d isgusting" the people. Then,too, the c r i t i c  with 
elevated  ta s te s  was apt to  be "too much of an id e a l i s t ,"  with the  re ­
s u l t  th a t h is  ta s te s  in  dram atic works were lik e ly  to  be too narrow.
He cannot re f ra in  from sneering su p e rc ilio u s ly  a t  the 
honest foo ling  of a popular fa rc e , and the  harmless 
conventionalism  of domestic melodrama, . . . a lto g e th e r 
fo rg e ttin g  th a t  honest and sound workmanship i s  always 
worthy of p ra is e , even i f  applied to  forms of dram atic 
a r t  which do not appeal to  h is  e so te r ic  sympathies.
(Ju ly , 1890, 21)
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Moreover, the "severe" c r i t i c  who professed to  speak on behalf of the 
’’’in te l l ig e n t” ' public had Inaccurately  gauged the c a p a c itie s  of the  
g a lle ry - l te s  and the  p i t t i t e s .
However, Ballantyne was completely In accord with h is  opponent 
with respect to  Introducing the "objectionable personal elem ent." How­
ever, the  c r i t i c  who wrote t h i s  type of notice was le s s  a t f a u l t  than 
were those he catered  to .  Then, again , d if fe re n t types of c r it ic ism  
appealed to  various c la sses  of playgoers. In Ballantyne*s opinion the 
"great b lo t"  in the  new s ty le  of c r it ic ism  could be found in  the poor 
q u a lity  of the  w ritin g , characterized  by "conventional smartness" and 
a fondness fo r " in sid ious Gallicisms."'*-4
In  the follow ing month William Davenport Adams, professing  to  
give a dramatic c r i t i c ’s po in t of view, took umbrage a t  the accusations 
of the two previous w rite rs , "A.J.D." and B allantyne. Adams claimed 
th a t  the l i te r a ry  c r i t i c s  of the past had had more time to  p o lish  th e ir  
reviews because there  had been fewer plays fo r them to  a tten d . Besides, 
they had catered to  a small but "en th u siastic"  band of readers almost 
sure to  app recia te  th e i r  e ffo rtB . Adams agreed e s se n tia lly  with Ballan­
tyne regarding the  necessity  of p leasing  various c la sses  of th ea tre  
pa trons and also  regarding the  narrowness of the superior c r i t i c .  How­
ever, from Adams’ point of view, the  nature of the  p lay , the  necessity  
of conserving newspaper space, and the  " id iosyncrasies of audiences"
*4An a r t i c le  on " C r i t ic s ' Gallicism s" appeared la te r  th a t  year. 
The author concluded th a t  there  were a c e r ta in  few French th e a tre  
terms which had no appropria te  Bnglish equ ivalen ts. He decided, 
fu r th e r , th a t  the Bnglish language was in no danger of being inundated 
by the  G allic  p h ilo lo g ica l invasion . The T heatre. November, 1890, 
209-213.
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were accountable fo r  the  d e fic ie n c ie s  in s ty le  to  which the other two 
w rite rs  objected . Furthermore, the unworthy p lays of the  p resen t day 
hardly  insp ired  exce llen t w riting . As fo r charges of ignorance of 
th ings dram atic, Adams contended th a t  the "m ultitudinous newspaper 
c r i t i c s "  could scarcely  be expected to  be "monsters of e rud ition  and 
experience." Also, th e  w rite r held th a t th e re  were no bases fo r 
"A .J .D ." 's  a lle g a tio n s  of lack of concern fo r  the  dram a's w ellbeing. 
(August, 1890, 55-59)
D issa tis fa c tio n  with the  c r i t i c s  continued to  be expressed in 
the magazine the  follow ing year—1891. O liver B luff, noting the 
marked increase in  the number of c r i t i c s ,  commented th a t th ere  were 
now so many of them th a t  fo r lack of su ff ic ie n t a r t i s t s  to  w rite about, 
they had taken to  w riting  about th e ir  own colleagues. I f  B luff can be 
t ru s te d , the c r i t i c s  concentrated th e i r  e f fo r ts  upon only the  most suc­
cessfu l and in f lu e n tia l  of th e  p layers, leaving "the modest and s tru g ­
g ling  a c to r , the  devoted and r e t i r in g  ac tre ss"  to  s h i f t  fo r  them selves.
The c r i t i c  should be the a c to r 's  he lp , h is  guide, 
philosopher, and f r ie n d . . . .  He should be on the  
look out [ s ic ] fo r unrecognised t a l e n t ,  on the 
a le r t  to  po in t out p i t f a l l s  and lend a helping hand 
when fe e t  B lip . . . . "Instead of which," a s  the 
J .P . sa id , he too often  goes d isguised  as the  
id o l 's  claque.
(October, 1891, 154)
D eclaring th e  ob jec tive  of c r it ic ism  to  be "to  apprecia te  what 
i s  b eau tifu l"  and to  guide o thers le s s  percep tive  in  the same d ire c tio n , 
B luff s ta te d  th a t  the  modern c r i t i c s  could not meet t h i s  aim. Accord­
ing to  the w rite r , with the shining exception of Clement S co tt, none 
of the  c r i t i c s  bothered to  d iscuss th e  ac tin g  any more, concentra ting  
in stead , on the  m erits  of the sc r ip t and describ ing  the  scenery and
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the costumes.
This a t le a s t  i s  c e r ta in , th a t stereotyped phrases 
are  a l l  the  c r i t i c  condescends to  u t te r  when h is  
subject I s  not In the very fro n t rank—of popular 
fav o u rite s , not a r t i s t i c  devotees—and th a t  no a t -  
teropt I s  made to  awaken In te re s t In new ta le n t  or 
record the Impressions created  by le s se r  c e le b r i t ie s .
(October, 1891, 166)
Bluff closed with an appeal to  the  '’p ioneers” Archer and Walkley, whose 
influence he described as growing, to  r e v i ta l iz e  the a r t  of ac ting  by 
lending support and encouragement to  the p lay e rs .
In the December Issue 0. W. Dancy severely  reprimanded one 
c r i t i c ,  William Archer, fo r  a ttack ing  those of h is  colleagues unable 
to  accept the Independent Theatre and Ib sen .15 Dancy defended the 
more conservative c r i t i c s  aga in st A rcher's charges th a t  they were 
'"narrow-minded, borne, I l l i t e r a t e  or a t le a s t  I l l ib e r a l  in  c u l tu r e .1” 
Furthermore Dancy questioned whether A rcher's ra th e r meagre l i te r a ry  
accomplishments were su ff ic ie n t grounds "for a fa n a tic a lly  v io len t 
apprecia tion  of the  author of 'G h o sts ,' and a wanton a ttac k  on a body 
of men many of whom are  not only Mr. A rcher's sen io rs in  years, but 
are e n ti t le d  to  h is  re sp ec t, . . . fo r th e ir  se rv ices to  the drama, 
and . . . t o ' l i t e r a t u r e . ” However, Dancy gave no answer to  A rcher's  
charges of narrow-mindedness. (December, 1891, 262-267)
*5Archer was again severely  chastised  fo r what Notes of the 
Month considered un ju st c r i t ic ism . Archer was accused of try in g  to  
counterbalance h is  fellow  c r i t i c s '  adverse Judgement of a c e r ta in  
play by "proportionate r a i l in g  ag a in st the p la y 's  ch ief in te rp re te r ."  
A pril, 1893, pp. 235-237.
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The antagonism betveen the  conservatives and the l ib e r a ls  had 
been "simmering” since 1380, according to  W. A. Lewis Bettany, who a s­
serted  th a t "long before the  production of 'A D o ll’s House1 In 1899 
there  had been signs of the  coming clash  of c r i t i c a l  opinion." However, 
the  w rite r did say th a t  before the fa te fu l  year of 1889, the leader of 
the  "Moderns," William Archer, had been p re tty  much alone but had 
gained adherents since th a t  tim e. The leader of the opposition was
none o ther than The T heatre’s second e d ito r , Clement S co tt. Of S co tt,
Bettany remarked th a t "he leads a band ever ready to  repudiate  h is  
a u th o rity , but every member of which Is  madly, nay fa n a t ic a l ly ,  opposed 
to  the 'New Movement.'" The Issues of the  debate were defined as the 
m erits of "melodrama, the  well-made p lay , and Ibsenism ," or to  put I t  
another way, the  "b a ttle  of realism  and unconventionality  aga in st so- 
ca lled  Idealism  and stage convention." A fter sub jecting  the indiv idual
fo llow ers of both schools to  a m erciless but seemingly f a i r  examination,
16Bettany eventually  made I t  apparent th a t he sided with the  New C r i t ic s .
The two charges most frequen tly  leve lled  against 
the  new c r i t i c s  need not be taken too se rio u sly .
I t  I s  hard ly  f a i r  to  say th a t they welcome any
l i te r a r y  product not English, though th e ir  re ­
luctance to  apprecia te  good a c tin g  i s  f a i r  m atter
fo r a tta c k . This l a t t e r  f a l l in g  has long served 
as a very pronounced lin e  of dermarkatlon between 
the older men and th e ir  young opponents. . . .
The new c r i t i c s  . . . p re fe r a good play to  good 
a c tin g .
(June, 1892, 282)
®An a c to r , Richard Davey, wrote an a r t i c le  s im ila r to  B e ttany 's  
In 1895, but opposed the  New C r i tic s  because of th e ir  "insincere  p re fe r ­
ence fo r  what Is  morbid and unorthodox." September, 1895, pp. 137-141.
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Although the  w rite r did accuse the  younger c r i t i c s ,  e sp ec ia lly  Archer 
and Walkley, of being "unreasonable” in  expecting every play to  be "a 
drama of th e s i s ,” he thought th a t the new school had made two note­
worthy con tribu tions to  the drama.
In the f i r s t  p lace, the pretensions of the  older 
c r i t i c s  have been d ec is iv e ly  exposed, and th e a tr ic a l  
c r i t ic ism  has been taken more se riously ; and secondly, 
the dramatic pace has been quickened. Pinero and 
Jones can no longer be taken fo r  strong meat.
(June, 1892, 283)
In 1893, a c e rta in  "Romany” c le a rly  demonstrated th a t  the new 
c r i t i c s  had f a i le d  to  make headway with him. In February "Romany” 
complained sa rc a s tic a lly  of the new school’s egotism and th e ir  in d is ­
crim inate fondness fo r  a llu s io n s  to  a u th o r i tie s . As fo r the p lay ,
"there  w ill n a tu ra lly  be no objection  to  th e  occasional in troduc tion  
of some s lig h t a llu s io n  to  th e  play and the  ac tin g , but i t  should be 
in  th a t  form of gracefu l banter and good-natured to le ra t io n  th a t 
c le a r ly  lnd lca testhe  w r i te r ’s su p e rio rity  over everyone concerned,” 
he added d e r is iv e ly . (February, 1893, 69-74)
In May the  same w rite r u tte red  "a cry in the  w ilderness”' to  
plead fo r  a re tu rn  to  the old-fashioned type of f i r s t - n ig h t  descrip ­
t iv e  rep b rtln g , consis ting  of a s  much of the p lo t as could be re c a lle d , 
together with an account of th e  audience’s reception of the p iece . 
"Romany" s to u tly  maintained th a t  no more than t h i s  could be accomplished 
on one rep resen ta tion  of the p lay . However, he surmised th a t perhaps 
"the system" was p rim arily  a t  f a u l t .  The w riter closed w ith an appeal 
to  the  c r i t i c s  " in  the  name of Art and the w elfare of the  drama."
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Let them lay  aside  a l l  d e s ire  to  carp and c a v il, 
and allow the au tho r, I f  he can, to  make the de­
s ire d  Impression. I f  he f a l l s ,  the p lay , so f a r
as the  c r i t i c s  a re  concerned, I s  bad, and they can 
say so; but I f ,  on the other hand, they a re  In te re s ted  
or amused l e t  them be content In the  f i r s t  Instance 
to  supply the pub lic  with a simple record of the 
emotional e ffe c t of the  play upon them selves, and re ­
serve fo r fu tu re  considera tion  and d iscussion  the 
causes of th a t e f f e c t ,  or In other words, a c r i t i c a l  
estim ate of the production.
(May, 1893, 258)
In 1894 Clement Scott came once again to  the  a tte n tio n  of the 
read e rs . In September, S co tt, provoked by Sarcey 's statement In sup­
po rt of delayed c ritic ism , hastened to  Inform h is  audience th a t "to 
cry fo r  the a b o lit io n  of f i r s t  n ight c r itic ism  Is  to  cry fo r a cessa­
tio n  of newspaper e n te rp r is e ."  In the e x -e d ito r’ s opinion, the c r i t i c
had only a f le e tin g  Influence upon h is  reading audience. Moreover, in
S c o tt’s estim ation, the  "great a r t "  of the dramatic Jou rna lis t I s  
" in s t in c t iv e ly  to  gauge or f o r e te l l  public  op in ion ,"  but In th is  respect 
the  c r i t ic s  were by no means in f a l l ib le .  "Believe me," Scott confided, 
"the c r i t i c ,  or expert, or p la y ta s te r , does no more than the tru s ted  
playgoer does a t  every dinner ta b le  or soc ia l gathering . He says 'go 
and see such and such a p la y ' or ’do n 't go and see I t . ' "  Scott com- 
mented th a t th e  "great antagonism" between th e  two opposing schools of 
c r it ic ism  was a "managerial p e rp lex ity "  .because the  "younger managers" 
thought th a t th e  public  wanted th e  new drama. In  the w r i te r 's  "humble 
opinion" such p ieces never would gain the  favor of the people. (Sep­
tember, 1894, 100-105)
In th e  same month W. Davenport Adams took exception to  those of 
h is  co lleagues who f e l t  constrained  to  pre-Judge the  c a p a b il i t ie s  of 
c e r ta in  a c to rs  and a c tre s s e s . Scott was singled out fo r  specia l
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censure, since he had made "the d e f in ite  d e c la ra tio n 11 th a t  E llen 
Terry was Incapable of impersonating a "vulgar” laundress in  Sardou’s 
Madame Sans-G§ne. Adams reproached h is  cohort fo r  committing him self 
to  na theory and standard of c ritic ism  decidedly derogatory to  the 
h is tr io n ic  a r t . 11 Asked Adams:
Miss Ellen Terry, he says in  e f fe c t ,  cannot represen t 
for us the  vulgar Madame Sans-Gene, because she has 
no v u lg a rity  in  her composition. . . .  I s  a c tin g , then 
a m atter only of p e rso n a lity , of "temperament"? . . .
I s  th e re  no such th ing  as an im aginativeness which en­
ab les the a r t i s t  to  comprehend and to  sim ulate passions 
and q u a li t ie s  which he or she does not possess?
(September, 1894, 109)
The w rite r  a lso  saw the harm th a t advance c ritic ism  could do to  the 
p o te n tia l perform er. MI t  i s  u n fa ir  to  the a r t i s t ,  because i t  ex c ites  
p rejud ice  and may hamper him in  h is  work." Besides, ac to rs  have a 
fa c u lty  of doing the unexpected, arid the  c r i t i c a l  "prophet may be 
h o is t on [ sic] h is  own p e ta rd ."  I f  h is  colleagues must give advance 
c rit ic ism  then i t  would be best to  give i t  in  the "form of apprecia­
t io n  and encouragement," the  author advised.
Never one to  ignore c ritic ism  of h im self, Scott immediately
1 n
returned hiB a s s o c ia te d  f i r e  in  the  next month. His opening salvo 
was somewhat im m aterial, fo r  he ca lled  Adams down on usage. "Whether 
I  can ever be h o is t on my own pe ta rd , I do not know. I t  would be a 
m atter of some d if f ic u l ty ,  but I w ill l e t  i t  p a ss ,"  he said  magnani­
mously. Getting down to  the m atter a t  issu e , Scott firm ly  re i te ra te d
i^Our Watch-Tower of November, 1896, devoted I t s e l f  to  c r itic ism  
of S c o tt*b s e n s i t iv i ty  to  any kind of unfavorable comment. Pp. 237-240.
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h is  o rig in a l statement th a t  Miss Terry by v ir tu e  of her "pecu lia r 
nervous and Imaginative temperament" was u t te r ly  Incapable of por­
tray in g  " d is t in c tly  cockney-humour c h a ra c te rs .” Besides, the  w rite r  
believed th a t advance c ritic ism  could save "our g rea te s t a c to rs  and 
ac tre sses"  from the "serious e rro rs  of th e ir  l iv e s ."  Moreover, Scott 
contended th a t pre-Judging was p rac ticed  "every day and hour by every 
manager and author In ex is ten ce ."  Here Scott seems to  have overlooked 
the  fa c t th a t  the  dram atist and manager are  responsib le  fo r  preparing
a given production, a function  to ta l ly  outside th e  province of the
18c r i t i c  who Is  concerned so le ly  with the  f in ish ed  product. (October, 
1894, 158-161)
Those readers who had supported Adams In the  l i t t l e  controversy 
must have been pleased to  see Bllen Terry come through "with a b r i l ­
l ia n t  d isp lay  of a c tin g ,"  as the  magazine's review described I t .  Adams, 
however, had to  wait almost two and a h a lf  years fo r h is  v in d ica tio n , 
since the play was not given u n t i l  A p ril, 1897. (May, 1897, 282-284)
In November a tte n tio n  was ca lled  In two separate  a r t i c l e s  to  
the  po in t of view of the  general pub lic . Charles Dickens remarked th a t 
fa sc in a tin g  as the "heated d iscussions, the  w ithering sarcasms, the 
b i t t e r  p e rs o n a li t ie s , and the scathing s a t i r e  with which th e  th e a tr ic a l  
world i s  p e rio d ica lly  enlivened" might be, he was of the  opinion th a t 
th e  general public  cared not a whit fo r  them.
I t  I s  the  g rea t In a r t ic u la te  playgolng pub lic  . . . 
which, caring  . . . l i t t l e  about Art In the  a b s tra c t,
*8Thls I s  one of th e  p o in ts  Adams makes In h is  rep ly  to  Scott 
In Notes of the Month. November, 1894, p . 273.
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and only demanding to  be amused or In te re s te d , 
re a l ly  c a l ls  the  tune by v ir tu e  of I t s  payment 
of the  p ip e r, and which, by the mere weight of 
numbers, p ra c tic a lly  s e t t le s  the  ru le s  of the 
game.
(November, 1894, 221)
Adair F ltz-G erald  must have d e fla ted  c e r ta in  Jo u rn a lis tic  egos 
when he questioned the  Importance of newspaper c r it iq u e s . According 
to  F ltz-G erald , the general pub lic  custom arily consult th e i r  fr ien d s  
and thus serve as th e i r  own c r i t i c s .
/
The th ink ing  man w ill understand why the general 
public  cannot be expected reg u la rly  to  read th e a tr ic a l  
n o tices ; we are  not a l l  su ffe ring  from dramaphobla,
[ s ic ]  much as we may love the  drama and dramatic a r t .
(November, 1894, 241)
In December, A. B. Walkley, one of the  New C r i t ic s ,  found h is  
patience exhausted by what he ca lled  "fulsome11 p ra ise  of th e  "p u b lic 's  
large h e a r t ."  The w rite r  strong ly  con trad ic ted  Dickens and Scott in 
th e i r  contention th a t  the c r i t i c  Bhould have the a b i l i ty  to  gauge 
public ta s te s  and opinions. Proclaimed Walkley,
C ritic ism  of a work of a r t—play , or book, or p ic tu re , 
or what not—concerns I t s e l f ,  I should have thought, 
so le ly  with th a t work, with the a r t iB t ’s aim In pro­
ducing I t ,  with such questions as,.how fa r  he has suc­
ceeded In h is  aim, how the work compares with otherB 
of the same c la s s , and what th a t  c la ss  18. C ritic ism  
. . .  i s  an a id  to  enjoyment: I t s  function  is  to  in ­
te n s ify  th e  agreeable sensations and Ideas afforded by 
a  work of a r t  by explaining and ra t io n a lis in g  and co­
ord inating  them. What has t h i s  to  do with the process 
of d iv in ing—and fo rthw ith  adopting—the sensations and 
Ideas of o ther people?
(December, 1894, 286)
Walkley1s ideas about the functions of c r it ic ism  are admirable, but 
s t i l l  one must remember th a t  I t  i s  the  public  th a t supports the stage 
and there fo re  i t  cannot be Ignored completely. Nevertheless the c r i t i c
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c e r ta in ly  should not be ca lled  upon to  assume the  ro le  of prophet, 
re p le te  with c ry s ta l  b a ll and div in ing  rod .
In September, 1895, William Archer found an unqua lified ly  ardent 
supporter. The In sp ira tio n  fo r the  strong tr ib u te  to  the  c r i t i c  was a 
l e t t e r  sen t by an I ra te  dramatic author to  a r iv a l  newspaper p ro tes tin g  
Archer’s c r itic ism  of h is  piece in  the World. A part of the  "precious 
document" had had to  be d e le ted , fo r  fe a r  of l ib e l  laws. P rotested 
Archer’s adm irer, Andln U. R. Knestte, " . . . On what grounds does Ur. 
Owen Hall assume the  r ig h t  of pub lic ly  p ro te s tin g  against a c ritic ism  
w ritten  by a gentleman Inv ited  to  pass Judgment on h is  work, even though
th a t c r itic ism  be too severe, which in the p resen t instance, most em­
p h a tic a lly , i t  was not?" Knestte h inted th a t  i f  such a precedent were 
to  become e s tab lish ed , d ire  r e s u l ts  would be the inev itab le  outcome, 
and one is  inclined  to  agree with him. The w rite r closed with an ap­
p rec ia tio n  of A rcher's  con tribu tions as a guide of public  ta s te s .
(September, 1895, 141-146)
In the  follow ing month the w rite rs  in  The Theatre f in a l ly  came 
to  g rip s  with a grave problem which had been simmering, so to  speak, 
since the  ea rly  days of th e  magazine. The Watch-Tower of February,
1879, had u tte re d  a vigorous p ro te s t against "the employment as 
dram atic c r i t i c s  of gentlemen who have blossomed fo rth  as dram atic 
au th o rs ."  Asked the Tower:
I s  i t  in  human nature to  believe th a t  a dram atist.: can 
find  i t  in  h is  heart to  roundly abuse th e  productions 
of fr ie n d ly  managers, even though they be bad? Could 
h is  own p ieces , i f  they chanced to  be f a i lu re ? , receive 
the f u l l  blame due to  them in  the columns of h is  own 
paper? Could he avoid unconsciously w riting  up the 
species of dram atic work best w ithin h is  range—h is  
fa v o u rite , because he does i t  best him self?
(February, 1879, 7)
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Even I f  the  d ra m a tis t-c r it lc  were abso lu te ly  honest and unbiassed, 
the  Watch-lrower averred  th a t such a one would alwayp be suspect. A ll 
th ings considered, the  Tower thought th a t "the c r i t i c  should be above 
th a t kind of n a tu ra l suspicion which he may avoid by re tre a tin g  from 
an equivocal and compromising p o s itio n ."
During S c o tt 's  e d ito rsh ip .th e  Omnibus-Boxes of August, 1885, 
and May, 1886, a lluded  to  opposition to  the d ra m a tis t-c r i t lc . Scott 
of course defended the  p rac tice  of employing playw rights a s  c r i t i c s ,  
inasmuch a s  he him self functioned In a dual capacity . Our Omnibus-Box 
contended th a t i t  took an expert to  Judge an expert, and moreover, the  
d ram atlB t-c rltic  was firm ly  estab lished  by long custom.
The fl&tch-Tower of October, 1895, was as fo rce fu lly  opposed to  
the  custom as  I t s  1879 predecessor had been. The Tower was of the 
opinion th a t  a t  the  present time the  custom had provoked flag ra n t 
abuses.
Dramatic c r itic ism  Is  now rap id ly  descending in some 
In f lu e n tia l q u a rte rs  to  the lev e l of quid pro q u o —
Is  being regulated  according to  the condition of the  
th e a tr ic a l  market. I f  the  c r i t ic -d ra m a tls t 's  p lay  
Is  accepted, he I s  lik e  Ur. P au lton 's  Niobe—a l l  sm iles, 
a l l  complacency; I f  i t  la  returned to  him, he breathes 
f i r e  and slaughter against th e  manager who i s  so madly 
unappreciative of h is  powers.
(October, 1895, 187-188)
As fo r  r iv a l  playw rights, the Tower thought i t  "contrary to  human 
nature th a t  he [ th e  d ram a tis t-c ritlc ]sh o u ld  re jo ice  In the  good luck 
of those with whom he I s  competing."
Continuing, the Tower s ta te d  th a t "the two avocatlonB a re  ob­
viously incongruous," and th a t the  s itu a tio n  had become "a scandal."  
Moreover, the  managers were becoming " res tiv e"  under the  present
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circum stances. The pub lic , too, was l ik e ly  to  su ffe r  due to  Ignorance 
"of the  hatreds and the  Jea lousies, of the  loves and the  favouritism , 
th a t  sway so much of th e  newspaper c r it ic ism  of to -d a y .n And again, 
the  dangers -were in te n s if ie d  by the  custom of publish ing  anonymous 
c r i t iq u e s , thus perm itting  the prejudiced c r i t i c  to  say what he pleased 
without fea r  of id e n tif ic a t io n . Affirmed the Tower, " . . .  Something 
must be done."
Roused to  action  by the  Watch-Tower, various in te re s te d  persons 
gave vent to  th e ir  fee lin g s  about the d ra m a tis t-c r i t ic s  in the  Round 
Tables of November and December. The symposium top ic  was phrased in  
these words: "Should Dramatic C r i t ic s  Write Plays?" Of the seven
November co n trib u to rs , i t  i s  strange th a t only th ree  answered the ques­
tio n  with a f l a t  no. Alfred E. T. Watson pronounced the s itu a tio n  
"anomalous":
I f  the  w ell-paid  counsel were suddenly to  leave h is  seat 
a t  the bar, to  mount the  bench and d e liv e r  Judgment on 
the case in which he had been engaged, i t  would be thought 
a l i t t l e  s ta r t l in g ;  but th i s  i s  a p re c ise ly  equivalent 
s i tu a tio n  to  th a t of the  c ritlc -p la y w rlg h t.
(November, 1895, 256)
Another c o n trib u to r, Charles Dickens, was in  e sse n tia l accord with 
Watson.
Arthur E sco tt u t i l iz e d  the  ancient feud between Charles Kean, 
the  actor-m anager, and Douglas Je rro ld , a c r i t ic -d ra m a tls t ,  to  support 
h is  contention th a t  the s itu a tio n  was fraught with "danger and scandal." 
Said E sco tt: "Jerro ld  had two w idely -c ircu la ted  papers a t  h lsf command,
and he used them fo r  years to  g ra tify  personal spleen. Not a few of 
h is  readers , we may be su re , accepted h is  envenomed a ttac k s  as out­
spoken and unbiased c r it ic ism , . . . ."  (November, 1895, 267)
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The remaining four co n trib u to rs  gave la rg e ly  equivocal re p lie s  
to  the symposium question . S ig n ifican tly , a t le a s t  th ree  of them were 
c r i t i c s  themselves: J .  F. N lsbet, Malcolm Watson, W. Davenport Adams.
N lsb e t's  po in t of view may be summarized in  h is  own words:
. . .  I t  i s  impossible to  genera lise  about the  honesty 
of so heterogeneous a group of persons as those who, 
in  London, while p ro fessing  Journalism, may a lso  dabble 
in  p layw riting . Some w ill be scrupulously honest, and 
o thers probably the  reverse , Just .as in  any other walk 
of l i f e  you may name. . . . But l e t  us have no r e ta i l in g  
of m alicious gossip on t h i s  sub jec t, no castin g  of re ­
f le c tio n s  upon a whole flock  because i t  may contain one 
black sheep.
(November, 1895, 260-261)
Malcolm Watson made the  same poin t th a t Nlsbet had made, but added one 
other idea . The T heatre , charged the  w rite r , has gone "too fa r  or not 
fa r  enough." Watson wanted the  magazine to  make i t s  accusations ex­
p l i c i t ,  to  name the offender, so th a t  he might be "unmasked and excom­
m unicated." "But," concluded Watson, " u n til  something lik e  re a l  proof 
i s  forthcoming, I sh a ll decline  to  believe  th a t ,  merely because he per­
p e tra te s  a p lay , your c r i t i c  i s  bound to  become a monster of v e n a lity ,
19spleen, and other deadly s in s ."  (November, 1895, 261-262)
James Mortimer, a playw right, introduced h is  con tribu tion  with 
a statem ent th a t c r it ic ism  i s  "an ungratefu l and invidious ta sk ."  
Mortimer was of the opinion th a t "e ith e r a c r i t i c  i s  f a i r  and honest 
or he i s  n o t."  Providing th a t the  c r i t i c  i s  honest, the  w riter would 
p re fe r to  have a piece assessed by one who knows something about the 
"professional in tr ic a c ie s  of h is  su b je c t."  Besides, the con tribu to r
19A Both Nlsbet and Watson wrote p lays a lso .
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personally  did not know of an Instance of biased comment from any of 
th e  "prominent" c r i t i c s ,  among whom could be numbered "several" 
d ram atis ts . His la s t  statem ent was based upon tw enty-five years ' 
a sso c ia tio n  with these in d iv id u a ls . (November, 1895, 262-264)
W. Davenport Adams thought th a t the magazine was tak ing  the  
whole subject "too se rio u s ly ."  He believed th a t the  public was not
i
unaware of th e  d ram atists who were a lso  c r i t i c s .  "There are  no se c re ts  
now in  Journalism ," he averred . Adams a lso  revealed a touch of r ig h t­
eousness in  h is  make-up in saying th a t "ce rta in ly  i t  i s  not fo r any 
one of us to  s i t  in  Judgment on h is  fe llo w s."  For any c r i t i c  concerned, 
i t  was f i r s t  a m atter "for h is  own conscience" and second, fo r the  news­
paper p ro p rie to r who had h ired  him. Furthermore, any in ju s tic e s —and 
Adams conceded th a t there  might be some Instances of them—would be 
balanced out by the  m u ltip lic ity  of dramatic commentaries. (November, 
264-265)
I t  i s  evident th a t  the four who supplied equivocal answers 
looked a t  the  question from a personal or ind iv idual view point. They 
sought sp ec ific  Instances of the abuse and u t te r ly  Ignored the moral 
and e th ic a l p r in c ip le s  involved. In ad d itio n , AdamB made a questionable 
f in a l  poin t in  s ta tin g  th a t  c r i t i c a l  in ju s tic e s  would be counterweighted. 
One of the  other co n trib u to rs  had already  alluded to  the m atter.o f 
m ultip le  c r it ic ism  in po in ting  out th a t Je rro ld  had "two w idely-circu­
la ted "  papers in  which to  exert h is  in fluence. Other w rite rs  of The 
Theatre had deplored th e  custom of perm itting  one person to  w rite 
c r itic ism s  fo r  a number of papers and Journals. The Watch-Tower of 
February, 1879, had p ro tes ted  the p ra tlc e  of "m ultifo ld  rep o rtin g ,"  and 
"An Ingenuous Playgoer" had spoken out against the custom in  October,
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1895. (October, 1895, 206-209) Clement S co tt, i t  w ill  be rec a lled , 
served simultaneously as c r i t i c  fo r  The D ally Telegraph and fo r the 
I l lu s tr a te d  London Times, to  give a concrete example.
In December, f iv e  more th e a tr ic a l  p e rso n a litie s  expressed th e ir  
views. "An Actor-Manager" explaining h is  anonymity by saying th a t he 
could not "afford to  make more enemies," confirmed the magazine’s a l ­
lega tions. "Of la te  years there  has been an increasing  tendency on the 
p a rt of some dramatic c r i t i c s  and other Jo u rn a lis ts  to  use the in f lu ­
ence they possess to  get a play brought o u t."  Moreover, he hinted th a t  
he had paid what amounted to  blackmail money. " If  the c rlt ic -d ra m a tls t  
rep resen ts a  powerful Journal, I purchase h is  play o u tr ig h t, but with 
no In ten tion  to  give i t  a hearing ."  (December, 1895, 317-318)
Herbert Beerbohm-Tree, another actor-manager, t r ie d  to  express 
himself ta c tfu l ly ,  but he too saw "an element of serious danger" fo r 
a l l  the p a r t ie s  concerned. (December, 1895, 318-319)
A dram atist, Edward Rose, gave an equivocal answer. On the 
whole, however, he seemed to  be opposed to  the custom, though he 
thought a few "experts" in "our number" a d is t in c t  advantage. Rose 
was unable, so he sa id , to  see any b asis  fo r the charge "that the 
dramatic c r i t i c  who w rites plays i s  n ecessa rily  a scoundrel who w ill 
do a l l  he can do to  ru in  the p lays of any r iv a l ."
The next co n trib u to r, Douglas Ginaodh, tw isted  the o rig in a l 
question  around to  th is  one:
I begin by assuming th a t  the main ob ject of the  d is ­
cussion i s  to  secure the  conditions th a t  most conduce 
to  the existence of th e  best possib le  p lays and of 




The w rite r  then se t up a highly improbable s itu a tio n  in  order to  
answer h is  own question . He se t fo r th  the hypothesis th a t  the  "very 
g rea tes t dram atic fa c u lty  in  the na tion” might a lso  be a c r i t i c .
S im ilarly  th e  converse s itu a tio n  might e x is t .  I f  one were to  deny 
these  p rod ig ies the  p r iv ile g e  of p rac tic in g  both p ro fessions, Glnaodh 
thought th a t  one would defeat the  ’’main purpose, namely, to  secure the 
conditions most conducive to  the existence of the best possib le  p lays, 
and of the  best p o ssib le  c r i t ic is m .”
”An Old Dramatic C r i t ic ” gave the opinion of a c r i t i c  who does 
not w rite  p lays .
The n o n -p lay w rlg h t-c rltic , then, can hardly have 
fa i le d  to  observe, e ith e r  with amusement or with re g re t, 
the s t r a i t s  to  which h is  c r i t i c a l  colleagues are put 
when they attem pt to  run with the hare while hunting 
with the  hounds. He must even have him self experienced, 
i f  only in d ire c tly , some of the inconveniences a r is in g  
from the  duplicated  function  of c e r ta in  of h is  brethen.
(December, 1895, 322)
Echoes of th e  Green Room observed th a t  the d ra m a tis t-c r it lc  
controversy had aroused much newspaper comment. I t  quoted th e  opinions 
of the leading papers on the su b jec t. Here too there  was wide d ifference  
of view point. (November, 1895, 302; December, 1895, 365-368)
To re c a p itu la te , d esp ite  the  Watch Tower’s wry remark in the 
e a rly  days of the  magazine th a t  to  c r i t ic iz e  the c r i t i c s  was a task  
’’never . . . very p lea sa n t, and ra re ly  perhaps . . . very p r o f i ta b le ,” 
the  w rite rs  of The T heatre, undeterred, gave much a tte n tio n  and thought 
to  t h i s  absorbing su b jec t. The c r i t i c s  were a ssa ile d  by disappointed 
playw rights and a c to rs , but were able to  p resen t some ra th e r  t e l l in g  
re b u t ta ls .  However, they seem not to  have acqu itted  themselves as well 
in  rep ly ing  to  c e r ta in  charges lodged ag a in st them. They would seem to
have been on the losing  s ide  of the  argument In the cases of manifold 
criticism * and d ra m a tls t-c r l t lc s . However, they were more successfu l 
In defending the  p rac tice  of f i r s t  night c r it ic ism . During the l i f e ­
time of The Theatre, a period which marked a very c ru c ia l s h if t  in 
B r itish  drama, normal ind iv idual d iffe ren ces in c r i t i c a l  t a s te  and 
thought were in te n s if ie d  by th e  revo lu tion  in the w riting  of p lays. 
Hence, the c r i t i c s  themselves were divided in to  two camps, which f r e ­
quently  clashed fu rio u s ly . Their penchant fo r in ternecine  warfare pre 
vented the  body of- c r i t i c s  from presen ting  a un ited  fro n t before the  
th e a tr ic a l  world, and thus l e f t  them open to  even more censure.
Society
Throughout i t s  life tim e  The Theatre displayed a tremendous 
in te re s t  in  improving the  so c ia l and p ro fessional s ta tu s  of the p layer 
W riters of the  magazine noted every advance in th is  d ire c tio n  with ap­
proval. However, they were not unaware of the p la y e r 's  re s p o n s ib ili­
t i e s  to  soc ie ty  and took care to  remind the player of h is  d u tie s .
The Watch-Tower of September, 1878, observed with considerable 
sa t is fa c tio n  the  a tt i tu d e  of an e s se n tia lly  "non-playgolng public" 
toward the  ac to r Henry Irv ing . The ac to r had recen tly  made speeches 
a t  Northampton and Birmingham before audiencesdescrlibed as fo llow s:
They would have thought [a  few years ago] th a t  to  make 
a stage-p layer, be he never so popular and never so 
generous, th e ir  honoured guest, was l i t t l e  le s s  than 
su ic id a l, and would a t  best be to le ra te d  only fo r  the 
sake of the  good th a t  the ac to r might chance to  derive 
from the  company in  which he found h im self.
(September, 1878, 97)
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These audiences had praised  Irv ing  fo r  tak ing  " 'a  wide view of h is  
p ro fessio n 1" and fo r having the  ,M In te llig en ce  and energy to  take In­
te r e s t  In p laces and work not Immediately connected w ith h is  own pro­
f e s s io n .1" Commenting th a t  there  s t i l l  remained much to  be done to  
cement re la tio n s  between the ac to r and "a large  po rtion  of the  thought­
fu l and educated p u b lic ,"  the Watch-Tower concluded on th is  happy 
note:
Without any slav ish  craving a f te r  worldly advancement 
fo r  the a c to r , we may yet be honestly  glad to  note any 
marked increase  in  the respect shown to  him by so c ie ty .
. . .  I t  can only be good th a t  the stage-p layer should 
be recognised as a member of society  worthy of respec t 
by reason and not in  sp ite  of the a r t  which he has
chosen to  follow ; fo r such recogn ition  w ill carry  with
I t  the so c ia l r e s p o n s ib i l i t ie s  which no man or woman, 
and c e r ta in ly  no body of men and women, can sa fe ly  d is ­
avow. And I f  the ac to r has In th is  d ire c tio n  something 
to  learn , . . .  he has assuredly  much to  teach . . . .
(September, 1878, 98)
The a c to r 's  r e s p o n s ib i l i t ie s  to  the society  in  which he lived 
were given fu rth e r considera tion  by the  Watch-Tower of February, 1879. 
Ired  by the  a tt i tu d e  taken in  "a h igh -c lass contemporary"—th a t ac to rs  
cannot be taken se riously  as persons of re sp o n s ib ili ty  and th a t  i t  
would be unpro fitab le  fo r them I f  they were—the Tower asked some 
pointed questions of those espousing th is  po in t of view. How fa r  could
the acto r sa fe ly  go without stepping over the  boundary? Was th is  f re e -
• dom from re sp o n s ib ili ty  worth having? Would I t  not, ra th e r , be a 
"curse in d isguise?" Indeed, the  Tower was of the opinion th a t  the 
ac to r owed more, ra th e r  than le s s , to  soc ie ty  by th e  very nature of 
h is  c a llin g .
C aeterls  p a rib u s , the best man, the man of most sympathy 
with h is  fellow-men, most considera tion  fo r th e i r  fe e lin g s , 
and most respect fo r  the  so c ia l o b lig a tio n s which he Incurs,
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w ill be the best a c to r; and the t r u e s t ,  p u res t, 
w orthiest woman w ill be the best a c tre s s . The 
c a llin g  of the  p layer we hold to  be amongst the 
very h ig h est, and I t s  lo f ty  p o sitio n  amongst other 
c a llin g s , so fa r  from giving the license  of I r re ­
sp o n s ib ility  to  I t s  p ro fesso rs, merely Imposes 
upon them higher d u tie s . Here, as elsewhere, 
noblesse o b lig e .
(February, 1879, 11)
Taking as h is  te x t  a passage from the P a ll Mall Gazette which 
s ta ted  th a t the a c to r ’s c a llin g  " ’has been too o ften  associated  with 
what I s  morally o b jec tio n a b le ,” 1 Frank A. Marshall undertook to  show 
th a t  ra th e r  than p u ttin g  the  blame upon the stage, i t  should be placed 
squarely upon fashionable so c ie ty .20 "Society, e sp ec ia lly  fashionable 
Society , has again and again t r ie d  I t s  utmost to  corrupt th e  stage, 
but . . .  In the  worst times I t  has only im perfectly  succeeded," Mar­
sh a ll declared . In trac in g  th e  h is to ry  of the  drama from the  time of 
the  Greeks to  th a t of David Garrick, Marshall attem pted to  show th a t 
In every period , the audience had been more fond or the sa lac ious and 
the  indecent than had those associated  with the stage. Even the 
R estoration  p lays, "fo r the  m orality  of which l i t t l e  can be sa id ,"  . 
contain  " tr ib u te s  to  v ir tu e  which show th a t  the w rite rs  would not, 
nor dared not, se t a l l  moral laws a t  defiance ."  A dditionally , the 
w rite rs  of R estoration  comedy were men of rank and fashion them selves. 
Hence, Marshall a rriv ed  a t th e  conclusion th a t  "the licen tio u sn ess  of
20Marshall was described by Lowe as "a fam ilia r  fig u re  in  London 
so c ie ty , and h is  a b i l i t i e s  as a d ram atist and c r i t i c  are genera lly  
recognised ." R. W. Lowe, A B ibliographical Account of English T hea tri­
c a l L ite ra tu re  (London: John C. Nlmmo, 1888), p . 232.
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soc ie ty , not the  corrupting Influence of the  drama, was c le a r ly  
responsib le  fo r the  lib e rtin ism  of these  comedies."
R eferring to  the im m oralities of c e r ta in  popular a c tre s se s  of 
the post-R esto ra tlon , Marshall took a "you-too" a t t i tu d e  toward 
soc ie ty .
At the time when the  p ro fligacy  of some of the 
a c tre s se s  gained fo r  the stage so unenviable a 
rep u ta tio n  what was the s ta te  of th in g s  behind 
the scenes? The most fashionable men of the day 
s a t in  rows, two or th ree  deep, on the stage, 
and went in  and out of the Green-room and of the 
dressing-rooms lik e  tame c a ts .
(March, 1879, 87)
Marshall took care to  poin t out th a t an a c to r , David Garrick, had been 
the one to  r id  the stage of thlB  "scandal."
Subsequently in  June, 1879, Marshall discussed the m orality  of 
the  stage of h is  tim e. Alluding to  the statem ents of Cardinal Manning 
in  1876, in  which the  th e a tre s  had been denounced a s  " ’cen tres of 
co rrup tion ’ " p a r t ly  because of th e ir  loca tion  in  d isrepu tab le  neigh­
borhoods, Marshall accused the  Cardinal of being u n ju s t. While fu l ly  
adm itting th a t  th e  neighborhoods of the th ea tre s  were "more or le ss  
remarkable fo r  im m orality," Marshall was ab le  to  find  some ingenious 
arguments on behalf of the th e a tre s .
The v is i to r s  to  the . . . th e a tre s  . . . generally  
hurry  away from the spot as soon a s  th e  e n te r ta in ­
ment i s  over; and very few, i f  any, among the 
sp ec ta to rs  or a c to rs  in  the d isg race fu l scenes.
. . . a re  furn ished by the audiences of the  th e a tre s .
. Were any honest attem pt made by the  Government to  
do away with th e  abominable scandal which in fe s ts  
th i s  q u a rte r, they would fin d  no more earnest a l l i e s  
than the  managers of th e a tre s . . . . The C rite rio n  
. . . occupies the s i te  of one of the  v i le s t  so- 
ca lled  "Saloons" th a t ever ex is ted  in  London; . . .
I do not scruple to  say th a t the  presence of a th ea tre
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has exercised a b e n efic ia l in fluence , and but fo r 
th a t Influence the  s ta te  of th in g s  would be much 
worse than i t  i s .
(June, 1879, 306)
All these considerations led Marshall to  decide th a t  th e  th e a tre s  
could exercise  only "good moral influence" on the general p u b lic .
Those few th e a tre s  fea tu rin g  questionable forms of entertainm ent were 
merely ca te rin g  to  the v ic ious segments of so c ie ty , in  M arshall’s 
opinion. Therefore the  co rrec tion  of the  abuses of the stage was the 
re sp o n s ib ili ty  of soc ie ty , not of the  stage . Marshall closed with a 
p lea  to  a c to rs  and a c tre sse s  th a t  they help m aintain th e  standards of 
the stage by refu sing  to  perform in  immoral en tertainm ents.
I t  would appear th a t M arshall, in  h is  understandable zeal to  
defend the th e a tre , might yet have oversta ted  h is  case. He placed the 
blame upon soc ie ty , but were not th e a tre  people and the  stage a p a rt 
of society? Moreover, the  managers might have been le ss  passive in  
th e ir  acceptance of the d isrepu tab le  conditions ou tside th e i r  th e a tre s .
The September, 1879, Watch-Tower offered a suggestion to  the  
p lay e rs . I t  urged them to  abandon the custom of the  b en efit performance, 
described as being "almost as old a s  the  English drama I t s e l f . "  A ctors 
and a c tre sse s  were wont to  give performances, the proceeds of which 
were to  go d ire c tly  to  them. On such occasions th e  entertainm ent was 
very often  sp ec ia lly  arranged, and fellow  p layers gave th e ir  valued 
a ss is tan ce  to  the honored one. In the days of Mrs. Siddons the 
p layer o ften  had to  swallow h is  s e lf  respec t and s o l i c i t  the support 
of the  patrons personally . According to  the  Tower, even Mrs. Siddons,
"to  whom even p rinces of th e  blood and statesmen paid  deference,"  was 
once seen d e liv e rin g  the p o s te rs  fo r her own b e n e fit. Although the
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a c to rs  now no longer had to  s o l i c i t  the patronage of the wealthy, 
s t i l l  the  Tower thought th a t  tak ing  a b en efit tended to  lower the 
newly won d ig n ity  of the a c to r . For th a t reason I t  was hoped th a t 
the benefit performance would soon cease. (September, 1879, 67-69)
H. Barton Baker reminded th e  present-day acto r th a t he had 
much to  be thankful f o r .2* There might have been glamor and romance 
associated  with the s t ro l l in g  days of old, but Baker reminded h is  
readers th a t the  ac to r frequen tly  had l i t t l e  to  eat and often  no place 
to  sleep .
The BO-called romance of the stage was romance In a very 
humble l i f e ,  a very ta t te r e d  and d i r ty  and hungry romance; 
people c a l l  I t  amusing, so perhaps I t  was, even to  the 
heroes and hero ines—In re tro sp e c t, but I t  must have been 
a very sad r e a l i ty  during I t s  composition. They were 
c a re le ss , lig h t-h ea rted  vagabonds, always ready to  make 
Je s ts  upon th e ir  m iseries; but the  je s t  was too often  
forced , the  laugh too frequen tly  h y s te r ic a l .
(November,- 1881, 879)
However, in September, 1885, H. Savlle Clarke proclaimed th a t 
the a c to r ’s acceptance In socie ty  was due not to  h is  p ro fession , but 
due to  h is  success in  i t .
For the ac to r and musician has no s ta tu s  from h is  
p ro fession ,, lik e  a b a r r is te r  or a clergyman. . . .
I f  he wins, he wins In sp ite  of h is  p ro fession , not 
because of I t ,  and h is  p o sitio n  even then springs 
ra th e r  from h is  eminence than from the a r t  in  which he 
I s  d is tin g u ish ed . For these are the days of the wor­
ship *of n o to rie ty  of any kind.
(September, 1885, 135)
In C larke’s opinion those a c to rs  who were lion ized  by fashionable 
soc ie ty  were those re la t iv e ly  few who had achieved conspicuous success.
2*An. a r t i c l e  in  the  March, 1893, number enlarged upon th is  
theme. I t  pointed out th a t a c to rs  of the  past had frequen tly  been the 
he lp less  o b jec ts  of in su lt  and a s sa u lt. See pp. 138-135.
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The vast m ajority  who had not r is e n  to  these  dizzying he igh ts were 
l e f t  with no so c ia l s ta tu s  derived from th e i r  p o s itio n  as a c to rs . 
However, Clarke declared, there  were some among th is  group who had 
had so c ia l s ta tu s  before they had entered the p ro fession . Clarke a t ­
tr ib u te d  the fa s t  lessening  prejud ice  against the  ac to r to the  ’’number 
of w ell-born, w ell-bred, and w ell-educated young men and women" now a t ­
tra c te d  to  th e  stage by th e  fas t-dy ing  p re ju d ice . "The so c ia l recogni­
tio n  obtained by the  best a r t i s t s  on the boards haB a good deal to  do 
with winning them e lig ib le , r e c ru i ts ,"  explained the w rite r . While 
th e ir  a r t i s t i c  con tribu tions might be questionable , Clarke thought 
tha t I t  was very much to the In te re s t  of th e  stage th a t "the bibulous 
Bohemian of old days" was having to  y ield  h is  p lace "to  the g en tle ­
manly and c u ltiv a te d  ac to r so frequen tly  to  be met w ith now." Clarke 
pointed ou t, in add ition , th a t the  stage s t i l l  had f a r  to  climb in  
i t s  e f fo r ts  to  gain recogn ition . No peerages, knighthoods, and other 
such honors had yet been given to  any a c to r , whereas the  other a r t s  
had o ften  been recognized.
For my own p a r t ,  I t  seems u n fa ir  to confer a w ell- 
m erited knighthood upon S ir Arthur Sullivan and 
deny the same honour to  the  very o r ig in a l genius 
of Mr. W. S. G ilb e rt. S im ilarly , one can see no 
reason why we should not have S ir  Henry Irv ing  as 
well as S ir Frederick Leighton. . . .
(September, 1885, 138)
Clarke was o p tim is tic  th a t the a c tin g  pro fession  would receive these 
w ell-m erited honors "even In our own generation ."  He concluded with 
an appeal to "the Sovereign" to  see th a t Ju s tice  was done.
Clarke had adm itted th a t some of th e  young a c to rs  of good fam ily 
might not have any knowledge of elocution  or th e  a b i l i ty  to  p o rtray
159
charac ter, but had given them c re d it fo r  ra is in g  the  so c ia l leve l of 
the  stage they adorned. That he was r ig h t In h is  estim ate of th e ir  
a r t i s t i c  con tribu tions , i s  confirmed by T. Edgar Pemberton’s re se n tfu l 
a r t i c l e  on what he c a lled  the  "professional am ateur."22 Pemberton 
thought th a t "grievous harm" was being done to  the drama by the p res­
ence of these "professional amateurs" in  the touring  conpanles sent 
around the various provinces with the l a te s t  London successes. Ac­
cording to  the  w rite r these  neophytes were " ju s t c lever enough" to  
escape severe censure, but not capable enough to  be "honestly p ra ise d ."  
Pemberton feared th a t i f  the  trend  of employing these Incompetents were 
to  continue, th e a tr ic a l  in te re s t  In the provinces would f a l l  o ff  to  a
dangerous ex ten t. (January, 1895, 17-20)
#
The Watch-Tower of February, 1895, rep lied  to  Pemberton and 
o thers of lik e  mind. The Watch-Tower thought th a t  Pemberton's c r i t i ­
cism "as applying to  tou ring  companies generally" was a b i t  oversta ted . 
I t  a lso  reminded the con tribu to r th a t  the tou ring  companies could not 
a ffo rd  to  pay high s a la r ie s .
How many p ra c tise d  London hands, who f u l f i l  the two 
conditions of being accomplished ac to rs  and members 
of the ranks of the  unemployed, are  w illin g  to  take 
the p a ltry  s a la r ie s  which are a l l  th a t  the  sm aller 
managers a re  able to  afford?
(February, 1895, 63)
Moreover, sa id  the Tower, th e a tr ic a l  tim es were generally  bad, and I t  
was u n fa ir  to  saddle the  "p rofessional amateur" with a l l  the blame. 
Besides, some of the  provinces have been "overdone." L ast, the  Tower
22see a lso  In th i s  connection, The Theatre. September, 1897,
p . 132.
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pointed out th a t  the ambitious young ac to r had to  get h is  seasoning 
somewhere. " If  the  race of a c to rs  i s  to  continue in  the  land i t  must 
n ecessa rily  con tinually  be rec ru ite d  from o u tsid e , and r e c ru i ts  a re  
n a tu ra lly  and in ev itab ly  beg inners." (February, 1895, 65)
Clarke had pleaded in  h is  a r t i c l e  fo r  o f f ic ia l  recogn ition  fo r 
the a c to r . There i s  evidence in  The Theatre th a t c e r ta in  a c to rs  were 
a lso  speaking on th e ir  own b eh a lf. Watch-Tower of March, 1895, informed 
the  readers th a t Henry Irv ing  had strongly  appealed fo r o f f ic ia l  recog­
n itio n  fo r  the a c tin g  p ro fessio n . Irv in g  was quoted as saying th a t 
"Isystems and courts , t i t l e s  and o ff ic e s , have a l l  th e i r  p a rt in  a 
conplex and organised c iv i l is a t io n ,  and no man, no c a llin g , i s  p a r t ic ­
u la r ly  pleased a t being compelled to  remain outside a closed d o o r . '"
As the  Tower explained, i t  was th is  lack of recogn ition  which u n ju stly  
prevented the  acto r from a ttend ing  the  royal Court.
Other a r t i s t s ,  the  p a in te r , the scu lp to r, the  m usician, 
may go to  Court; but the a c to r , fo r no v a lid  reason, 
i s  excluded. A tradesman who s e l l s  fu rn itu re  in Totten- 
ham -court-road, and who has s u ff ic ie n t wealth to  make 
him a power in  a p o l i t ic a l  p a rty  and ob tain  fo r  him a 
knighthood, i s  in v ited  to  a Levee, from which the head 
of the dramatic profession  i s  debarred.
(March, 1895, 125)
To support i t s  claim s th a t  "the vagaries of Court e tiq u e tte  a re  e a s ily  
supreme," the Tower pointed out with a sp e r ity  th a t when Royalty wished 
to  s o l i c i t  fundB fo r  pet c h a r i t ie s ,  i t  c a lled  upon the  ac to r to  pro­
vide the entertainm ent fo r  i t —g ra tu ito u s ly  . A fter r e s ta t in g  the case 
fo r  a c tin g  as an a r t ,  the  Tower concluded th a t the  a c to rs  "have a 
r ig h t  to  demand the  removal of what in  th i s  country i s  a conspicuous 
s lu r ."
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Two months la te r  Irv ing  addressed the members of the  A ctors' 
A ssociation and urged more "cohesion" w ithin  the  ranks of the pro fes­
s ion . He pleaded fo r  the formation of a p ro fessional a sso c ia tio n  
along the lin e s  of the Royal Academy of A rt, which, among other th ings , 
"'would wield a so c ia l Influence th a t could not be d esp ise d .'"  The 
Tower was wholly In sympathy with I rv in g 's  Ideas. According to  the  
Tower, the vast middle c la s s , which "ru les public opinion In th is  
country ," had yet to  recognize ac ting  s b  a respectab le  p ro fession .
An In s t i tu te  of Actors might e ffe c t a change of pub lic  opinion.
I t  would be fo r th e  Incorporated Actors to  Impress the 
general mind w ith a sense of the u t i l i t y ,  the  s o l id ity ,  
the  " re sp e c ta b ility "  i f  you w il l ,  of ac tin g  as a phase 
of human e f fo r t .
(May, 1895, 257)
Then, too , an In s t i tu te  might do much good w ithin the p ro fession .
I t  could, and would, e re c t a standard of personal con­
duct in  the  a f f a i r s  of l i f e  which, I f  s tead ily  main­
ta in ed , could not f a l l  to  b en e fit g rea tly  our p layers 
as a c la s s , and a s  members of the  body p o l i t i c .
(May, 1895, 257)
I t  I s  c le a r  from the tone of th is  a r t i c l e  th a t while the ac to r had 
come a long way from the good old s t ro l l in g  days, th e re  was s t i l l  much 
ground to  be covered before he could achieve the much-desired respec t 
of a l l .
The Tower's d isq u is it io n  on ac ting  as an a r t  had apparently  
fa i le d  to  impress " th a t well-known and able w rite r ,"  Ouida, fo r the  
June Watch-Tower a r t i c l e  consisted  of a re fu ta tio n  of the lady.'.s a s ­
se r tio n  th a t  a c tin g  Is  only " 'a  re f le x  a r t ,  not se lf -o r ig in a tin g  and 
s e lf -c o n ta in e d .'"  In Ouida's opinion, the a c to r 's  a r t  was dependent 
upon the  words o f the  d ram atist. Retorted the  Tower:
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Without the v o c a lis t  or the  in stru m en ta lis t the  
conqposer would be nought. Without the  ac to r the 
playwright would not e x is t .  . . .  A p lay , lik e  a 
sonata must be in te rp re te d . . . . The ac to r, a t 
h is  b e s t, not only In te rp re ts , but enhances and 
In te n s if ie s ; he c rea te s  as well a s  expounds.
(June, 1895, 320)
To look a t  the b rig h t side  of th in g s , The Theatre was able to  
repo rt In March, 1895, th a t Irv ing  had received a degree from the 
U niversity  of Dublin. A p ic tu re  of the  ac to r su itab ly  solemn in  h is  
academic dress accompanied the announcement. In  A pril of the same 
year, th e  Queen had thawed s u ff ic ie n tly  to  receive the venerable a c tre s s , 
Mrs. Keeley, a t  Buckingham Palace. When interviewed by The Theatre 
the a c tre s s  had described the Queen's recep tion  of her a s  "so k ind ."
And in  the  Ju ly  number the Watch-Tower was d e ligh ted ly  h a ilin g  the 
knighthood conferred upon Henry Irv ing  in  May. The door had been 
opened a t  l a s t .  The Tower proclaimed i t  " in  one sense the most import­
ant event in  the  h is to ry  of th e  English s tag e ."  The same issue ran  an 
a r t i c l e  in  The Round Table by Percy F itzg e ra ld  on "The Social P osition  
of the A ctor," which remarked in  c losing  th a t  I rv in g 's  knighthood was 
"rich ly  deserved and re a l ly  conferred in  obedience to  a unanimous c a l l  
from an apprecia tive  p u b lic ."  Echoes from the Green Room reported  
th a t Irv ing  had been cheered by the Lyceum audience on the  day of the 
announcement. Also, a g ra t i f ie d  ac tin g  p ro fession  was busy making 
p lans to  p resen t Irv ing with a  message of cong ra tu la tion , which was 
s la te d  to  be composed by Mr. P inero, and "placed in  a gold casket 
designed by Mr. Forbes Robertson."
In the year 1896, The Theatre was much concerned about what i t  
regarded as a Jo u rn a lis tic  misuse of the term a c tre s s . The Watch-
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Tower of August described the  re p o r to r la l  p rac tice  of c a llin g  d is ­
repu tab le  women brought Into po lice  cou rts  " ac tre sse s ,"  as a "gross 
outrage on members of an honourable p ro fessio n ."  Commented the  Tower 
t a r t ly :
I t  Is  designed to  pique the cu rio s ity ./ of the  reader 
who fin d s  th a t the so -called  "ac tress"  has no th ea tre  
except the thoroughfare, and no stage but the pave­
ment. The excuse fo r  the m isrepresentation  I s  th a t 
the woman Is  a lleged  to  have occupied, some time or
o ther, a nondescript p o sitio n  In the dumbshow of 
burlesque. That th i s  does not and never did e n t i t le  
her to  be c a lled  an a c tre s s  Is  a re f le c t io n  which 
seldom tro u b les  the re p o rte r .
(August, 1896, 59)
To aid  the  police re p o rte rs , the Tower suggested the use of the  word 
super In l ie u  of a c tr e s s . "Then," a sse rted  the  Tower, " I t  w ill  be
d e f in ite ly  understood th a t ac to rs  and a c tre sse s  are  people who a c t ,
and th a t  the  a r t  of a c tin g  Is  q u ite  fo reign  to  most of the lad les  who 
appear before the ju d ic ia l  tr ib u n a ls  with antecedents suggestive of 
th e a tr ic a l  en terta inm ents."
There i s  evidence th a t the  Jo u rn a lis ts  d e fia n tly  re s is te d  the 
Tower’s e f fo r ts  to  enrich th e ir  vocabularies, fo r  the September number 
reported  th a t the D ally Courier had run a s to ry  about the " ’ scandalous 
a f f a i r '"  a t  the home of an " 'a c t r e s s . '"  The "ac tress"  in  question  had 
turned out to  be a m usic-hail perform er. With Intense s a t is fa c tio n , 
however, Echoes from the  Green Room announced th a t a "d istingu ished  
ac to r"  had w ritten  to  express the g ra titu d e  of the  profession  fo r  the 
m agazine's " 'tim ely  u tte rance  on th is  s u b je c t . '"  (September, 1896, 
168-169)
The February, 1897, Watch-Tower again rushed to  the defense of 
p layers  against a tta c k s  from "a few l i te r a r y  and Jo u rn a lis tic  c i r c le s ."
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These w rite rs  had t r ie d  to  show th a t  the player was unworthy of 
n o tice , because—according to  the  Tower—a cto rs  and a c tre sse s  were 
popular. The Tower’s r e to r t  was th a t the a c to r ’s cu rren t popu larity  
was due to  the a c t iv i ty  of th e  Jo u rn a lis ts  them selves.
I t  i s  not, nowadays, the player who begs fo r  a 
measure of p u b lic ity ; i t  i s  the p u b lic is ts  who 
in s i s t  upon dragging him in to  the open. . . .
Wherefore, i t  seems ra th e r  ungracious on the 
p a rt of such w rite rs  th a t they should censure 
a condition of th ings which they have done th e ir  
best to  b ring  about.
(February, 1897, 64)
Pursuing the sub ject fu r th e r , the Tower decided th a t the Jo u rn a lis tic  
h o s t i l i ty  had been motivated by resentment of the so c ia l and p ro fes­
sional accession of the  p lay e r. With a brave attem pt to  accept th is  
s l ig h t setback p h ilo so p h ica lly , the  Tower concluded resignedly :
The ’’dead s e t” to  which we have re fe rred  i s  Just 
what.might be.expected to  follow  upon the  long up­
ward movement taken of recen t years by the h is tr io n ic  
p ro fession . Progress of th a t so r t i s  bound to  be met 
by some in  a s p i r i t  of vulgar and narrow-minded de­
tra c tio n . . . .
(February, 1897, 66)
The Theatre could well take comfort in  fu r th e r  honors bestowed upon 
the  a c to rs . In  August, fo r in stance , a knighthood was bestowed upon 
the  a c to r , Ur. B ancroft, famous as an exponent of Robertsonian comedy. 
The Tower expressed i t s  p a r t ic u la r  g ra t i f ic a t io n  th a t  Mrs. Bancroft
0 3
a lso  thereby gained a w ell-m erited t i t l e .  (August, 1897, 53-55)
23The A pril, 1897, number contained an a r t i c l e  advocating the 
conferring  of honors upon deserving a c tre s se s . See pp. 196-198.
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Furthermore, the  seemingly Indefa tigab le  Henry Irv in g , "es­
corted by the  Dean of Hereford," had unveiled a s ta tu e  of Sarah Siddons 
located close  to  her grave. This s ta tu e  was deemed worthy of notice 
because I t  was the  f i r s t  of I t s  kind to  be p laced :In  London. (Ju ly , 
1897, 1-4)
The legal s ta tu s  of th e  ac to r was a lso  a m atter of concern to  
The Theatre magazine. Even In the  1890's, tra c e s  of an ancient sus­
p icion  against the ac to r as rogue and vagabond s t i l l  lingered In  many
24 •q u a rte rs . The Watch-Tower's Ire  was aroused In 1896 by no le ss  a
personage than .the  Lord Chief J u s tic e . According to  the Tower, the 
Chief Ju s tice  had blundered egreglously a t  a recen t dinner fo r the  
b en efit of the Royal T hea trica l Fund, In asking the  "'gentlemen play­
a c to r s '"  p resen t whether they were aware th a t  u n t i l  1825 they had been 
c lassed  by Act of Parliament as vagabonds. Despite the  J u s t ic e 's  sub­
sequent observation th a t th ings had changed considerably since, The 
Theatre fumed th a t the Ju s tic e  should have known th a t  the Parliam ent­
ary  ed ic t had never appiled to  the  "properly authorised  a c to r ." 2® 
Rather, continued the  Tower, the Parliam entary Act of 1597 had been 
promulgated with the express purpose of p ro tec tin g  the  reputable 
a c to r .
. . . The Act was a ch arte r  of h is  r ig h ts  and p r iv ile g e s .
I t  re a lly  acknowledged and assured him of leg a l s ta tu s .
I t  gave th e  p ro tec tio n  of the  law to  those who were
24See, fo r example, May, 1895, p . 10.
25The Tower c ited  a s  i t s  a u th o rity  an a r t ic le  by Thomas
M arrio tt on "The Legal S ta tus of the  A ctor," which appeared In the
May, 1895, Issue. M arriott was described by the Tower as a " s o l ic i to r
well versed In the  a n tiq u i t ie s  of law ."
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p layers or good repu te , . . . and condemned as rogues 
and vagabonds only those who, on account of bad charac­
t e r  or gross Incompetence, were unable to  obtain  patron­
age.
(Ju ly , 1896, 2)
This Act had been repealed In 1713, but an Amending Act had followed 
In 1737 which decreed th a t  any person performing on the stage without 
the au th o riza tio n  of the  Lord Chamberlain be declared a rogue and 
vagabond. Snapped the Tower, "Let us hope th a t the  Lord Chief Ju s tice  
w ill read a l i t t l e  more before he again speaks of the  lega l s ta tu s  of 
the a c to r  In the p a s t ."
In sho rt, The Theatre has shown th a t  the p ro fessio n a l, so c ia l , 
and leg a l s ta tu s  of the p layer had Improved enormously by the la te  
V ictorian  period . There yet lingered , nevertheless, t ra c e s  of pre­
judice against the acto r as a rogue, vagabond, Bohemian, or what you
t
w ill. However, th e  knighthoods bestowed upon Irv ing  and Bancroft were 
c lear Ind ica tions th a t ancien t p re jud ices were f a s t  dying away. The 
Theatre was ever quick to  defend the  acto r against ignorant suspicion 
and to  record any gains in  h is  s ta tu s . Moreover, the magazine was 
c a re fu l to  remind the  ac to r  of hlB ob liga tions to  so c ie ty . ■
This chapter has described and analyzed the In te ra c tio n s  of 
four powerful so c ia l fo rces  and the Stage as seen In The Theatre maga­
zine. The fou r major fo rce s  were: the  Church, Government Censorship,
the P ress, and Society. This in v es tig a tio n , I t  i s  hoped, has helped 
to  b ring  the  p ic tu re  of the  la te -V lc to ria n  th e a tre  in to  s t i l l  sharper 
focus.
CHAPTBR IV
IBSEN AND THE NEW DRAMA
"In the  ea rly  'n in e t ie s  Ibsen began to  f l u t t e r  the London 
dovecots, and every one was v io le n tly  e ith e r  an Ib sen ite  or an a n ti-  
Ib se n lte , and much th a t was fo o lish  was loudly s a i d  by each of the two 
s e c ts ." '1' Thus wrote Max Beerbohm In 1907. The purpose of th is  chap­
t e r  w ill be to  examine c r i t i c a l ly  the e ffe c ts  of the Norwegian p lay­
wright upon B ritish  drama as viewed by the w riters  of The Theatre 
magazine.
W. A. Lewis Bettany In an essay on "C riticism  and the Renascent 
Drama" appearing In the June, 1892, Issue, described the worsening re ­
la tio n s  between the c r i t i c s  of the  Old and the New schools a t  th a t tim e. 
Said Bettany:
The events of the  past three years have tended to  make
the struggle  much more b i t t e r  and much more personal.
Ibsen has been thrown lik e  an apple of discord among 
the c r i t i c s ;  the  ground of ac tion  has been extended, 
and over every important hew play the b a t t le  has been 
f ie rc e ly  renewed . . . .
(June, 1892, 278)
Reference has been made in  a previous chapter to  the percep tib le  
numerical growth of the New C r i t ic s  a f te r  the production of Ib se n 's  A 
D o ll 's  House In 1889. Hence, upon the presumption th a t the  year 
1888 was a ty p ic a l p re-Ibsen  year, a survey of th a t y e a r 's  dramatic
*Max Beerbohm, Around Theatres (London: Rupert Hart-Davls,
1953), p . 449.
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menu might prove highly  illum ina ting .
In 1888 approximately two hundred and s ix ty -fo u r productions— 
exclusive of the annual Christmas pantomimes, musical comedies, and 
comic operas—were given. Of th a t number, a t le a s t  seventy-five 
might be c lassed  as re v iv a ls  of previous productions. Included In 
th i s  number were: a matinee production of Hamlet: The Tlcket-of-Leave
Man. by Tom Taylor; Darby and Joan, by Bellingham and Best; The School 
fo r  Scandal; Lady of Lyons, by Bulwer Lytton; David Garrick, by T. W. 
Robertson; a matinee production of Macbeth: The Taming of the  Shrew:
The Squire, by A. W. Pinero; Shadows of a Great C ity , by Joseph J e f ­
ferson  and L. R. Shewell; Don Juan Ju n io r, b i lle d  as an "Eastern 
extravaganza, w ritten  up to  d a te ,"  by Robert Reece and Edward Rlghton; 
As You Like I t ; The Real L i t t le  Lord Fauntleroy. by Mrs. Hodgson Bur­
n e tt ;  East Lynne, by Mrs. Henry Wood; Broken H earts, a " fa iry  p lay ,"  by 
W. S. G ilbert; Masks and Faces, by Charles Reade and Tom Taylor; 
another production of Macbeth: and A Scrap of Paper.by J . Palgrave 
Simpson.
There were approxim ately fo r ty -s ix  "new" or "new and o rig in a l"  
productions exclusive of one-act p lay s . Among these might be l is te d  
th e  follow ing: P a rtn ers , a  "new comedy-drama," by Robert Buchanan;
Incogn ito , a "new p la y ,"  by Hamilton Aide; F asc ination , a "new and 
improbable comedy," by H a rrie tt  Jay and Robert Buchanan; The Land of 
Gold, a  "drama," by George Lander; The Don, "a new comedy," by Mr. and 
Mrs. Herman Merlvale; F a llen  among Thieves, a "new drama," by W. E. 
Morton; B lot in  the  Scutcheon, by Robert Browning; Sweet Lavender, an 
"o rig in a l domestic drama," by A. W. Pinero; The Union Jack, a "new and
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o rig in a l drama,” by Sydney Grundy and Henry P e t t i t ;  The Celebrated 
Case. ,Msp ec ia lly  designed and w ritten  fo r  J .  A. H ovell's  F ir s t  
Annual Dramatic Cosaque,1” by A lfred Arthur; Brantingame H a ll, a ”new 
and o rig in a l drama in  4 a c t s ,” by W. S. G ilbert; and P ity  I s  Akin to  
Love [ s i c ] ,  ”an unfinished sk e tch ,” by Jerome K. Jerome.
T h irty -th ree  one-act p lays were given In 1888, most of them 
serving a s  c u rta in  r a is e r s .  There were th ir ty -e ig h t  productions, In­
cluding matinees and re v iv a ls , which were e ith e r  tra n s la tio n s  or adapta­
tio n s  of fo reign  works, u su a lly  taken from the French. Not one was 
taken from Ibsen. There were th ir te e n  productions based upon novels 
and short s to r ie s .  Among these might be c ited  two verions by two d if ­
fe re n t authors of S carle t L e tte r , both based on Hawthorne's famous 
s to ry . S im ilarly  th e re  were two productions of Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde. 
both based upon Stevenson's famous s to ry , and two d iffe re n t versions 
of L i t t le  Lord Fauntlerov . one of which was by the author of the o r ig i­
na l novel. There were tw enty-four m atinees, some given for copyright 
purposes or fo r  b e n e f its . All of these twenty-four matinees were 
e ith e r  "new” or "new and o r ig in a l” productions, since matinee per­
formances of adaptations and re v iv a ls  were l is te d  In those ca teg o ries .
In add ition , e ight com ediettas, eleven fa rc e s , and four burlesques or 
" tra v e s tie s ” were produced In 1888.
From the  survey above, i t  can be seen th a t  th e re  was compara­
t iv e ly  l i t t l e  o rig in a l w riting  of p lays with two a c ts  or more; the 
m ajority  of the  d ram atists  seemed to  remain content with making adapta­
tio n s  from fo reign  p lays , well known novels, or short s to r ie s ,  or with 
w riting  one-act c u rta in  r a is e r s  which were not highly regarded even
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In th e i r  day. Moreover, the  fa c t th a t the managers had to  re s o r t  to  
seventy-five rev iv a ls—exclusive of those based upon foreign  sources—
Is  a s ig n if ic a n t in d ica tio n  of in su ff ic ie n t fresh  work to  supply the 
demand. Then, too , some of the  "new" or "new and o rig in a l"  productions 
which had more than one a c t were spec ia l performances. An example was 
the Browning S o c ie ty 's  production of Blot In the  'Scutcheon.
The inform ation fo r the count taken above was obtained from the 
monthly l i s t  of "new plays produced, and important re v iv a ls , in  London," 
published in  Our Omnibus-Box. Our Play-Box during the year 1888 carried  
reviews of only those p lays considered "important" enough to  m erit more 
than passing no tice . When a survey of the reviews in  Our Play-Box i s  
made, i t  i s  discovered th a t  approximately e ig h ty -six  p ieces—again ex­
cluding musical productions and pantomimes—were thought su f f ic ie n tly  
worthy to  receive a tte n tio n . These e ig h ty -s ix  included re v iv a ls , 
adap ta tions, and "new" or "new and o rig in a l"  p lays. Upon c loser ex­
am ination, however, some of the  p ieces b ille d  by th e ir  authors as "new" 
turned out to  be founded upon French or o ther sources. Hence the to ta l  
fo r o r ig in a l work can be reduced somewhat fu r th e r . The reviews con­
s is te d  la rg e ly  of d e ta ile d  synopses of the p lo t ,  not excluding the 
ending, p lu s  a short c r i t iq u e  of indiv idual performances. The manner 
in  which the  audience received the play was u sua lly  mentioned.
Generally speaking i t  can be said th a t the audiences of 1888 expected 
th e ir  heroeB to  be sta lw art and manly, th e ir  heroines to  be sweet and 
pure, and- th e i r  p lo ts  to  have happy endings. I t  was im perative th a t 
the  good should triumph over the  bad, and th a t  crime should not pay.
When possib le  the  fo rces  of good should e ffe c t a miraculous regenera­
tio n  of the  bad fo rces , provided th a t  the  l a t t e r  had displayed a
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dormant seed or two of the  redeemable. F in ch 's  statem ents about mid- 
V ictor lan works are  p e rtin en t:
Mid-Victorian drana bore the marks of the ra th e r  pious 
V ictorian  optimism. . . . Dozens of p lays d e a lt with 
the  regeneration  theme Just as tw entieth-cen tury  th e a tre , 
perhaps in  rea c tio n , has been preoccupied with degenera­
t io n .
Reviews of p lays in  1888 give ample in d ica tio n s th a t "pious V ictorian  
optimism" s t i l l  reigned supreme. Consider the  impassioned statem ents 
of Clement Scott in  a paper e n ti t le d  "Why Do We Go to  the  Play?"
. . .  We contend th a t  i t  i s  g rossly  u n fa ir  and un­
generous to  use the p u b lic ity , the  In te re s t ,  and the  
a ttra c tio n  of the drama to  degrade our so c ia l system, 
to  r id ic u le  our men, and to  despise our women. Bad 
a s  soc ie ty  may be, in  i t s  very worst phase, there  i s  
not one weak woman in  i t  who has fa i le d  to  obtain  the  
Influence of an upright man; there  i s  not one v ic ious 
man who has never been checked by the  example, and 
loving tenderness, of some pure woman. The dram atist 
who trum pets fo rth  the bad, and conceals the good, is  
unworthy of h is  c a llin g . The play th a t b e l i t t l e s  and 
degrades the  manhood, and the womanhood, of those who 
watch i t  i s  unworthy of public recogn ition .
(March, 1888, 123)
Here S c o tt 's  reasoning might J u s tif ia b ly  be likened to  th a t of the 
small c h ild , who frigh tened  by the bogey-raan, hopes against hope th a t  
i f  he c lo ses h is  eyes, the  ob ject of h is  fe a rs  w ill d isappear. Thus 
Scott propounds the  follow ing credo fo r  the  drama:
When I am asked "why do we go to  the p lay ,"  I should 
answer thus: Not to  enjoy the  contemplation of the  base­
ness, and b ru ta l i ty ,  of l i f e ;  not to  re tu rn  to  our d a lly  
work more d iscon ten ted , more d is s a t is f ie d ,  more h e a r t le s s , 
but to  believe in  hope, in  f a i th ,  in  p u r ity , in  honour,
^Ernest B liss  Finch, "The M id-Victorian Theatre a s  Seen by I t s  
CrltiCB 1850-1870" (Unpublished Ph.D. th e s is ,  Cornell U niversity , 1951), 
p . 578.
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In n o b ili ty  of aim and stead fastness of purpose. Wo 
must enforce th e  good, without showing the  bad; we can­
not a rr iv e  a t  a  moral', without t e l l in g  a s to ry . • . .
The general public  does believe In the moral purpose of 
a p lay , . . . .  The best p lay  to  s a t is fy  the public  and 
to  emphasise the  value of public m orality  I s  not the 
p lay  of pure pessimism or pure optimism, but of decent 
f a i th  and submissive hope. . . . good or bad, "we always 
may be what we might have been." This sentiment I s  the 
anchor of the  earnest d ram atis t. Take the  good with 
the bad, the v ic ious with the  v irtuous, we are a l l  so rely  
t r ie d  and we can a l l  hope fo r  mercy through repentance, 
fo r  forgiveness through reg re t!
(March, 1888, 124)
However, H. Barton Baker, a  contemporary of S c o tt’s ,  took 
q u ite  a  d if fe re n t poin t of view of the drama of 1888.
Whether the dearth  of p lays a r is e s  from a lack of d is ­
crim ination  In  managers or from re a l barrenness In th a t 
f ie ld  of a r t  I s  a subject too th ick ly  studded with pros 
and cons to  be d e a lt with here . There i s  much to  be 
said  In  defence of the managers; . . . few w ill be pre­
pared to  deny th a t  the In te l le c tu a l  tendencies of the . 
age a re  a l l  towards the  n a rra tiv e  and psychological form 
of l i te r a tu r e  and minute an a ly s is  of ch arac te r, a l l  of 
which are a t  opposite po les to  the dram atic. Again, 
while the n o v e lis t has contrived to  free  him self from 
the f e t t e r s  of Mrs. Grundy and take up any subject th a t 
s u i ts  h is  humour, the dram atist i s  s t i l l  bound hard and 
f a s t  by the  prudery and conventional m orality  of the 
B r itish  matron; though why i t  should.be le s s  harmful to  
read doubtful s to r ie s  than to  see them acted  I s  one of 
those curious co n trad ic tio n s th a t  only an age which has 
to le ra te d  a nude b a lle t  yet shrinks from words th a t  th e ir  
mothers used In common conversation can reco n c ile . Had 
Shakespeare and h is  a sso c ia te s  been compelled to  w rite 
under such conditions we should have had no E lizabethan 
drama nor any other drama.3
Here I s  a w rite r  who seemed prepared to  accept a new departure In 
dram atic w ritin g . According to  Baker, the  public  was becoming Increas­
ingly  weary of the monotonous array  of s ta le  p ieces .
% . Barton Baker, The London Stage: I t s  H istory and T rad itions 
from 1678 to  1888 (London: W. H. A llen and Co., 1889), I I ,  302-303.
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I t  would be d i f f ic u l t  a t the  p resen t day to  say what 
dramatic form I s  highly  popular; the sensational Is  
worn threadbare . . the  In te re s t  In opera bouffe 
i s  more than languid; adaptations from the French are 
monotonously a lik e , and fa rc ic a l  comedy i s  on i t s
la s t  legs; not th a t people do not s t i l l  flock  to  see
these th in g s , but only fo r  the  want of something fre sh .
Any re a l rev iva l of the  p o e tica l drama, beyond making 
i t  a medium fo r  the scene p a in te r  and the costum ier, 
a t present i s  out of the  question , as both a c to rs  and 
audiences are  u t te r ly  out of harmony with i t . 4
Yet, Baker declared th a t the  s itu a tio n  he had Just described was much 
improved over th a t  of twenty or even f i f te e n  years e a r l ie r .
Bake'r did not know a t  the time he wrote th a t the  so c ia l dramas 
of Henrik Ibsen were to  be introduced in the follow ing year, and th e ir  
e ffe c ts  would be fa r-reach in g . The momentous event was to  take place
on June 7, 1889, and the  p lay  was to  be A D o ll’s House, a s  tra n s la te d
by William Archer.
Even before 1889, B r itis h  audiences had witnessed versions of 
two Ibsen p lay s . The f i r s t  had been "an adaptation" of P i l la r s  of 
Society by William Archer, which was r e -e n t i t le d  Quicksands. This 
version  of the  p lay  had been given in  mid-December, 1880. Judging 
from the  synopsis of the p lo t given in  the notice of the  p lay , the 
adapter clung f a i th fu l ly  to  Ibsen’s version , except th a t  a t the  end 
Bernlck announced th a t he would go to  another country to  seek a fresh  
s t a r t .  The adapter had a lso  changed the name of the Jerry -repa ired  
ship from "Indian G irl" to  "F lo rid a ."  Most of the  unsigned review 
was devoted to  d e ta i l s  of the  p lo t ,  but the c r i t i c  did express h is  
fee lin g  th a t B ern lck 's "cold-blooded v lllan y "  [ s ic ]  had been "somewhat
4I b l d . . p .  303.
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Inadequately punished.n I t  was added th a t  the  p lay  was ’’te n ta t iv e ly  
produced and f a i r ly  su c ce ss fu l.’’ (February, 1881, 105)
The second adap tation  of an Ibsen play was made by Henry Arthur 
Jones and H. Herman, who based th e ir  p iece, Breaking a B u tte r f ly , upon 
Nora, a le ss  common name In England fo r  A D o ll’s House. The p lay  was 
reviewed fo r The Theatre by William Archer, who termed the adaptation  
’’c e r ta in ly  not a g rea t p la y ,” but s ta te d  In unequivocal terms th a t  the 
o r ig in a l was ’’very g r e a t ,” and the character of Nora a s  conceived by 
Ibsen had had ’’sheer warm-blooded v i t a l i t y . ” Yet the two adap ters had 
mangled the p lay  almost beyond recogn ition , p a r tly  In order to  make I t  
acceptable to  the B ritish  playgoer.
Take a piece of music, omit a l l  the harmonies, break 
up and rearrange the melodic phrases, and then play  
them with your fo re fin g e r on the p ianofo rte—do th is ,  
and you w ill have some Idea of the  process to  which 
Messrs. Jones and Herman have subjected "A D o ll 's  
House.” The mere th e a tr ic a l  ac tio n  of Ibsen’s p lay 
bears to  I t s  soc ia l and moral s ign ificance  the  r e la ­
tio n  of a melody to  I t s  supporting harmonies. No one 
Is  a  g rea te r master than he of the  th e a tr ic a l  counter­
p o in t, so to  speak, which develops every d e ta i l  of 
p lo t and character from an underlying e th ic a l "p la ln - 
song," and so gives I t  symbolic g en e ra lity  In add ition  
to  I t s  Ind iv idual t ru th .  I t  Is  th i s  combination of 
m oralist—or ’’im m orallst," as some would p refe r to  
say—with the.d ram atic  poet which has given Ibsen h is  
enormous Influence In the th ree  Scandinavian kingdoms; 
and i t  i s  th i s  which makes h is  p lays su ffe r more than 
any o thers by tran sp o rta tio n  across the Channel. For 
the B r itish  public  w ill not have d id a c tic s  a t  any p rice , 
and le a s t  of a l l  such d id a c tic s  as Ib se n 's .
(A pril, 1884, 209)
Archer then gave an account of Ib se n 's  abandonment of the  p o e tic  drama 
fo r  the  soo la l drama. Here Archer d igressed to  d iscuss h is  own version
of the  f lrB t of th ese , v iz . .  P i l la r s  of Society , which he described not 
a s  an adap ta tion , but "a s l ig h tly  condensed t r a n s la t io n .” He s ta ted
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th a t i t  had been presented a t a morning performance, and had " fa iled  
to  make an inp resslon ."  "N evertheless," he commented, "the p lay , 
though not in  I t s e l f  such a remarkable work as 'A D o ll’s House,’ i s  
probably much b e tte r  f i t t e d  fo r  the English stage , and had I had the 
courage (or audacity) to  adapt instead  of tra n s la tin g  i t ,  and to  tran s­
fe r  the  ac tion  to Bngland, the r e s u l t  might have been d if fe re n t ."
Getting back to  1889 and A D o ll’s House. Archer to ld  h is  readers 
about the " e le c tr ic a l"  success the  play had had in a l l  Scandinavia and 
in  Warsaw and B erlin , although the German version had acceded to  the 
audience 's demands th a t Nora re tu rn  to  her husband and fam ily a t  the 
end. Archer thought Miss Frances Lord 's English tra n s la tio n  the best 
av a ilab le  a t  the  tim e. He ca lled  i t  "a conscientious piece of work, 
but heavy and not always accu ra te ."
A fter describ ing  the  p lo t and s ign ificance  of the o rig in a l A 
D o ll 's  House. the reviewer summed i t  up a s  "a p lea fo r  woman's r ig h ts — 
not fo r her r ig h t  to  vote and p rescribe  medicine, but fo r her r ig h t to  
e x is t a s  a responsib le member of s o c ie ty , 'a  being breath ing  thoughtful 
b re a th , ' the  conplement and equal of man."
Archer d isc losed  th a t  the adapters had made some ex traord inary  
d e le tio n s  and add itions in  order to  make the p lay  p a la tab le  fo r  th e ir  
audience. The th ree  ch ild ren  and Dr. Rank were omitted e n tir e ly ,  and 
Mrs. Linde was replaced by "Martin G r l t t le ,  a v irtuous book-keeper."
A few ex tra  charac ters had been added, and Krogstad had been transform ed 
from a "cynical so c ia l p a ria h ,"  in to  a much more conventlonal type of 
v i l l a in .  Nora, re -ch ris ten ed  Flora Goddard, was made a mere " b u tte r f ly  
w ife ,"  and did not dev iate  from her p a tte rn  a t  a l l  during the p lay .
The character of her husband, now named Humphrey Goddard, was so changed
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th a t  Ib se n 's  In ten t had been u t te r ly  o b lite ra te d .
The hero ic  Goddard does the  very th ing  which Nora In 
her romantic Imaginings had expected Helmer to  do.
He accuses him self of the fo rgery , and so makes m atters 
a  hundred tim es worse. A forgery  committed by a thought­
le s s  and Inexperienced g i r l ,  without the  sm allest crim inal 
In ten t and In the f u l l  b e lie f  th a t her fa th e r  . . . would 
r a t i f y  the  signa tu re , I s  a much le ss  se rious m atter than 
the lik e  f a u l t  committed by an experienced man of business 
without the  lik e  excuses. . . . Thus the adapters gain a 
synpathetic character and a t e l l in g  s itu a tio n  by fly in g  
In the face , not only of Ibsen, but of p ro b ab ility  and 
common sense.
(A pril, 1884, 214)
Archer re i te ra te d  h is  b e lie f  th a t the adapters were not to  be blamed 
fo r  making the p lay  "sympathetic" and therefo re  le ss  po in ted . "Ibsen 
on the  Bngllsh stage Is  Im possible." But he emphasized th a t  the 
audience must not Judge Ib se n 's  m asterpiece by the English version  ju s t 
seen.
All th a t  I  wish to  po in t out I s  th a t the expression of 
the p la y b il l  . . . would be more exact I f  I t  read "founded 
on the  ru in s  of Ib se n 's  'N o ra i'"  Let the  l i t t l e  p lay be 
Judged on ltB  own m erits , which are not few; but le t  I t  
not be supposed to  give the f a in te s t  Idea of Ib se n 's  great 
"Et Dukkehjem."
(A pril, 1884, 214)
Archer concluded h is  review with the inform ation th a t  he had recen tly  
seen a performance of Ghosts, apparently  on the con tinen t, and th a t he 
had "never experienced an ln ten se r sensation  w ithin the  w alls of a 
th e a tre ."  The unusual experience had convinced the  w rite r  th a t  "modern 
tragedy In the  deepest sense of the word" was p o ss ib le , even I f  not in  
the English th e a tre s .
In the  follow ing year Archer gave h is  Idea of the  "best" p lay .
• To my mind, . . . "what i s  b est"  i s  a play in  which 
a serious moral problem I s  se riously  handled; and 
from th is  the pub lic  would shrink as from a v i s i t  to
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the d e n t i s t 's .  We are  not yet w ith in  a measurable
d istance of an e th ic a l drama—a drama which shall
be an e f f ic ie n t  fac to r  In the sp ir i tu a l  l i f e  of the
nation . .
(June, 1885, 272)
Yet, declared Archer, the  public  had made some advances in dram atic 
t a s te .  B r itish  audiences, no longer s a t is f ie d  with the  well-made play, 
now seemed to  demand a more fa i th fu l  observation and dep ic tion  of l i f e  
from th e ir  d ram atists . Archer was even op tim istic  enough to  believe 
th a t  sometime in  the fu tu re  playgoers would welcome the  "e th ica l 
drama."
Observation!—Is  not th a t the f i r s t  and la s t  word of 
the serious modern drama? Truth—not the whole t ru th ,  
but a c e rta in  p a r t  of the tru th —is  not th a t  what In­
te r e s ts  th e  p u b lic , and what i t  r e a lly  demands? . . . 
A drama in  which "Judgments" and "Ideals" sh a ll be 
embodied may develop i t s e l f , l a t e r  on. In the  mean­
time the public  i s  s a t is f ie d  with p ic tu re s  of l i f e  
and ch arac te r, se lec ted  so as to  suggest no very in ­
flammatory to p ic s , yet f a i th f u l  as f a r  as they go; 
and the  day w ill soon come when, in  work pretending 
to  be serious, the  public  w ill be s a t is f ie d  with 
nothing short of th is .
(June, 1885, 274)
Pour years l a t e r ,  the  time had apparently a rrived  fo r an attem pt 
to  give the  public an undilu ted—so to  speak—version  of Ib se n 's  A 
D o ll 's  House. On the  a fo resa id  evening of June 7, 1889, William 
A rcher's  tra n s la tio n  of A D o ll 's  House was presented a t  the Novelty 
Theatre, with Herbert Waring as Torvald Helmer and Janet Achurch as 
Nora. R. K. Hervey, who reviewed the  piece fo r  Our Play-Box, gave the 
p lay  a most sympathetic w riteup. He found i t  necessary , however, to  
p reface h is  remarks about the  play with a lengthy d iscussion  on the  
Norwegian charac ter, in p a rt a s  follow s:
To understand Henrik Ib se n 's  p lays i t  i s  necessary 
to  take in to  account the nature of the  country of
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vhlch he 1b one of the  most d istingu ished  sons.
I t  I s  a land of s tr ik in g  c o n tra s ts . . . .  I t  I s  the 
country of legend, where the supernatural en te rs  
deeply in to  the  b e lie fs  of the uncultured , and tinges 
a t  le a s t  those of the  educated. I t  i s  the  home of a 
daring  and unconquered race, where personal l ib e r ty  
has reigned throughout untold ages. . . . What wonder 
th a t ,  In such a land, the  Ideas of change, of develop­
ment, of p rogress, which are In  the a i r ,  should assume 
a somewhat d if fe re n t form from th a t which they wear 
elsewhere, and th a t poetB and preachers should a rise  
who c lo the the doc trines they teach  in  forms which to  
the  dw ellers in  other climes seem to  border on the 
extravagant.
(Ju ly , 1889, 39)
Accordingly, Hervey characterized  the  Norwegian playwright in these 
words: "Ibsen i s  e s se n tia lly  a  democrat of the  modern school, a man
who believes th a t the old society  i s  played ou t, . . . and th a t the 
Bhams and l i e s  and co n v en tio n a lities  upon which the  re la tio n s  of man 
to  man, and more e sp ec ia lly  of man to  woman, have h ith e r to  been based 
upon must be swept away with a ru th le ss  hand." Moreover, the c r i t i c  
c le a r ly  ind icated  th a t he understood the d is s a tis fa c tio n s  of the woman 
of h is  century fo r  whom Ibsen had "made him self the  mouthpiece." As 
the  reviewer saw i t ,  Nora Helmer, the heroine of A D oI I ' b  House, was 
a symbol of contemporary women "in  some degree." Nor did he f a l l  to
perceive the  b a s is  fo r  Nora's departure from home a t  the end of the
p lay .
He [Helmer] w ill  take back to  h is  h ea rt the woman
whom but a few moments before he had denounced as
infamous, and as u n f i t  to  a sso c ia te  with her c h il­
dren . But the  w ife 's  eyes are  opened; her love i s  
•dead; the golden god of her id o la try  has turned out 
a  m iserable image of w orthless c lay , and she leaves 
i t ,  abandoning everything—ch ild ren , husband, and 
home.
(Ju ly , 1889, 40)
Hervey admired th e  p lay w rig h t's  dep ic tion  of the  ch a rac te rs , not to  
mention the  a c to rs ' in te rp re ta tio n  of them. In  conclusion, he approved
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highly of A rcher's t ra n s la tio n , the stage management, and the mounting. 
The piece was reported  to  have been received "with the  g rea tes t favour 
by a most a tte n tiv e  audience."
This number of The Theatre a lso  rep rin ted  a review of the  same 
p roduction-w ritten  by "C.S."—Clement Scott—fo r the Dally Telegraph. 
Scott proclaimed th a t "there  a re  a lready signs of weakness In the over­
vaunted Ibsen cause." The c r i t i c  had l i t t l e  sympathy fo r and even less  
understanding of Nora. In  f a c t ,  he regarded a l l  of the charac te rs as 
u t te r ly  Ignoble—"men without conscience and women without a ffe c tio n , 
an unloveable Cs i c ] . unlovely, and d e te s tab le  crew." As fo r the ending, 
Scott could not accept Nora's "unlovely, s e lf is h  creed ."
Helmer*s a tt i tu d e  towards h is  chlld-w lfe I s  na tu ra l 
but unreasonable. Nora’s conduct towards her husband, 
when the forged b i l l  has been re tu rned , and he has 
apologised fo r h is  Im petuosity, Is  both unreasonable 
and unnatu ra l. Here Is  embodied the germ of the  Ibsen 
creed; here we have the f i r s t  f r u i t s  of the  "new gospel," 
the marvellous philosophical rev e la tio n  th a t Is  to  a l te r  
the order of our dramatic l i te ra tu r e ;  . . . .
(Ju ly , 1889, 20)
More, Ibsen had perpetra ted  other o ffenses, "not to be re a d ily  fo r ­
g iven."
Dr. Rank, with h is  nasty conversation, h is  medical 
th e o rie s , and h is  Ill-Judged  discussions can hardly 
pass. But what a re  we to  say of Ibsen’s Nora—fo o lish , 
f i t f u l ,  conceited, s e lf is h , and unloveable [ sic]
Nora—who Is to  d rive  from the stage the  loving and 
noble heroines who have adorned I t  and f i l l e d  a l l  
h ea rts  with adm iration from the time of Shakespeare 
to  the  time of Pinero?
(Ju ly , 1889, 21-22)
Hervey, I t  w ill be re c a lle d , had declared th a t the audience a t  the 
Novelty Theatre had given the play I t s  approval. Scott pain ted  qu ite  
a d if fe re n t p ic tu re  of the London patrons: "And as yet the English
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public  has said  no word, except to  s i t  with open-mouthed astonishment 
a t  the Ibsen stage , and to  t ry  to  fe e l th a t  good ac tin g  wholly atones 
fo r f a ls e  sen tim en t.”
S c o tt’s f a i lu re  to  apprecia te  Nora's motives perhaps explains 
the  need fo r  the  n ineteenth  century New Woman Movement. I t  I s  p re­
c is e ly  because there  were so many nineteenth  century men lik e  S co tt, 
th a t  f in a l ly  th e i r  wlveB and daughters rose up In re b e llio n . Scott 
claimed th a t  Nora was "the ch ild  of a fraudulen t fa th e r , . . . bred In 
an atmosphere of lovelessness, who has had no one to  Influence her in  
her g ir lh o o d 's  days fo r  good.” In h is  opinion, Nora, having married 
Helmer of her own free  w il l ,  must bear the consequences of her choice. 
Nor could he see how a desperate  woman in  a moment of s tr e s s  could 
forge her f a th e r 's  s igna tu re—to  save her husband, be i t  noted. Yet 
the  c r i t i c  had a lready described what he considered to  be N ora's un­
wholesome background. He had pointed out th a t N ora's husband regarded 
her as a v ir tu a l  p lay th ing , but s t i l l  the c r i t i c  expected th i s  wife to  
be "the foun tain  of love and forgiveness and c h a r i ty .”
In the  same year—1889—a paper contributed  by R. Parquharson 
Sharp se riously  questioned the a r t i s t i c  value of Ib se n 's  use of the 
drama to  ra is e  so c ia l questions. The author, however, based h is  com­
ments upon four Ibsen p lays—The P i l la r s  of Society , A D o ll 's  House. 
Ghosts, and An Bnemy of the People—as read In book form, not a s  acted 
upon the stage . Sharp made I t  c le a r th a t he was not opposed to  the 
d iscussion  of so c ia l and e th ic a l questions per se . but he thought th a t 
the  novel "or a c e r ta in  branch of the fam ily” was the b e tte r  medium fo r 
developing such Issu es .
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. . .  I t  I s  necessary th a t the reader or specta to r 
should be able c lo se ly  to  follow th e  a c t iv i ty  of the 
minds of the  charac ters  portrayed; fo r in  a l l  such 
cases d e lib e ra tiv e  motive and personal r e f le c t io n  
must be the  main springs of the ac tio n  of the  sto ry , 
and these must be paten t i f  the lesson  i s  to  be 
c le a r ly  taugh t. . . . But th is  end i s  only to  be 
fu l ly  obtained in  a novel by a p ro l ix i ty  of d e sc rip ­
tio n  which in  a play i s  im possible, and by those 
records of personal d e lib e ra tio n  fo r  which in  a play 
th ere  i s  but l i t t l e  p lace .
(February, 1889, 76)
Moreover, the w rite r believed th a t the t r u e - to - l i f e  approach required 
by the so c ia l drama would lower the a r t i s t i c  value th e re in . Then, 
again , the  author feared public  disapprobation of th i s  p a r t ic u la r  
method of incu lca ting  moral and so c ia l e th ic s . " I t  i s  hard to  believe 
th a t th e re  would not be f e l t  a sense of the unwieldiness as well as 
the u n fitn e ss  of the drama as a means of so c ia l teach ing ."
Turning h is  a tte n tio n  to  the  plays them selves, Sharp expressed
h is  conviction th a t  Nora or A D oll*s House was "considerably the most
dram atic or the fo u r ."  Though he found Ghosts to  be "In tensely
dram atic" in  c e r ta in  in c id en ts , he thought i t  "as a whole . . . le ss
p e rfe c t in  construction  than Nora. " An Bnemy of the People he ra ted
aB even " le ss  dramatic s t i l l , "  and he thought th a t p a r ts  of i t  would
be ted ious on the stage . Sharp’s th e s is  was th a t the  more in te res ted
Ibsen became in s e ttin g  fo r th  soc ia l issues, the le s s  a r t i s t i c  and
dram atic he became. Thus he found P i l la r s  of Society to  contain  too
much dialogue "for dramatic purposes." Ghosts he found objectionable
on a number of counts. He thought Pastor Menders would be "tedious"
and th a t audiences could not remain in te re s ted  throughout.
In ten se ly , t e r r ib ly  dram atic i t  c e r ta in ly  i s ,  and 
i l lu s t r a te s  i t s  lesson w ith fe a rfu l fo rce ; but i t  
i s  repu lsive  a s  the  theme of a drama fo r  the  stage, 
and an offense ag a in st good ta s te  in  dram atic a r t .
(February, 1889, 79)
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In An Enemy of the  People Sharp believed th a t Ibsen had sa c rif iced  a l l  
to  the character of Dr. Stockmann, but did admire the  way in which the 
character had been drawn.
In sho rt, Sharp was Impressed with Ibsen’s a b i l i t i e s  as a 
d ram atist, but thought th a t they had been perverted to  the  wrong ends. 
In  Sharp 's words, 11. . . a t  the present time, when realism  of every 
kind th rea ten s to  usurp the place of the l i te ra ry  and a r t i s t i c  q u a li­
t i e s  of the drama, a l l  who are  anxious for the fu tu re  of dramatic 
l i te ra tu re  w ill deprecate th is  new d e p a rtu re .”
I t  i s  In te re s tin g  to  observe th a t The Theatre gave th ree  widely 
d if fe r in g , yet rep resen ta tive  views of Ibsen In the year 1889. Hervey 
was strongly  pro-Ibsen, Scott as v io le n tly  a n ti-Ib sen , while Sharp 
might be classed as a fe n c e -s tra d d le r , although he was probably closer 
to Scott than he was to  Hervey.
The te n ta tiv e  e f fo r ts  of the English d ram atists, Henry Arthur 
Jones and Arthur Wing Pinero, to  grapple with serious themes were 
hailed  by some c r i t i c s  as the  beginning of a new era In p layw rltlng . 
Jones' Wealth, according to  an a r t i c le  e n tit le d  "The New Dramatic 
School,” by "C .S .,” had been widely praised; so, too, had P inero 's  
The P ro f l ig a te . ”C.S." did not see anything s ta r t l ln g ly  new In these 
p lays and in  re fu ta tio n , submitted a re p rin tin g  of some remarks on the
subject th a t  he had made "elsew here." Of Wealth he had th is  to  say:
". . . For the  l i f e  of me, I cannot see the  use of 
ra is in g  these  'cuckoo c r ie s ' about philosophy and new
formulas, and so on, when there  Is  nothing whatever to
Ju s tify  them. . . . Where on earth  can any one [ sic]
discover the roo t or basis  or even the f a in te s t  fo re ­
shadowing of a grave so c ia l problem in the  sto ry , the 
Idea, or In any of the characters Introduced In to  the 
play? . . .
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. . . But I f  the new departu re , and the soc ia l prob­
lems, and the psychology, and a l l  the  f in e  new terms and 
phrases are to  b ring  back dulness sublimated—w ell, then, 
fo r  goodness' sake le t  us see a f in e  and In te ll ig e n t  young 
ac to r lik e  Mr. Beerbohm Tree as S ir G iles Overreach. . . . 
fo r  assured ly  n e ith e r Massinger nor Colman nor Lord Byron 
wrote q u ite  so monotonous a study of an old gentleman as 
Mr. Henry Arthur Jones has done."
(June, 1889, 321)
According to  the w rite r , the audience had seemed " 'to  sigh fo r  i n t e r e s t . " 1
Turning h is  a tte n tio n  to  The P ro f lig a te . "C.S." thought the play 
a f in e  ono, but professed to  see nothing " 's o  very strange and wonder­
fu l in  the e th ic s  of the new p la y . '"  However, "C.S." appended to  h is  
a r t i c l e  a po rtion  of a l e t t e r  w ritten  by Pinero, in which the l a t t e r  
s ta ted  th a t he had softened the ending of h is  p lay so as not to  u n se ttle  
h is  audience too much. The follow ing is  an excerpt from P in e ro 's  
l e t t e r  as quoted by the magazine:
"I had long se tt le d  the  form of my play when a 
fr ien d  • . . ra ised  . . .  a question fo r my considera­
t io n .  Could not the  moral I had se t myself to  i l l u s ­
t r a t e  be enforced without d is tre s s in g  the  audience by 
s a c r if ic in g  the  l i f e  of a character whose su ffe rin g s 
were intended to  win sympathy? R eflection  convinced 
me th a t such a course . . . promised to  extend th a t 
s to r y 's  influence over th e  larger body of p u b lic ."
(June, 1889, 324)
I t  seems apparent th a t the  so -ca lled  new d ram atists  were proceeding 
a t  a cautious pace in  order not to  shock sen sitiv e  audiences.
A modern c r i t i c ,  Allardyce N lco ll, has th is  comment to  make 
on P in e ro 's  p lay:
The f e t t e r s  of the  m id-nineteenth century s t i l l  hinder 
h is  free  progress to  a more dominant a rt-fo rm . I t  is  
ty p ic a l of th is  mechanical s tru c tu re  th a t The P ro flig a te  
(1889) was produced with a  double ending, by which the 
cu rta in  f e l l  e ith e r  on unm itigated tragedy or on a con-
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ventlonal ending where the  hero I s  forgiven and 
a l l  I s  w ell. The v ic ious ta s te  of la te  seven­
teen th-cen tury  drama . . . was not lo s t even In 
1889.5
London audiences had an opportunity to  see Ib se n 's  The P i l la r s  
of Society a t  a b en efit matinee on Ju ly , 17, 1889. The version pre­
sented a t t h i s  time was A rcher's d ire c t  tra n s la tio n  from the Norwegian 
ra th e r  than h is  "condensed t r a n s la tio n ,"  previously  presented as 
Quicksands. R. K. Hervey once more gave an en th u s ia stic  review. He 
described the s itu a tio n s  In the  play a s  ty p ic a l of those to  be found 
In the English provinces and In many foreign towns. A fter giving a 
prolonged r e c i ta l  of the p lo t,  Hervey pronounced h is  Judgement on the 
p lay . As fa r  as he was concerned, the play was not excessively d is ­
cursive—Sharp to  the con trary .
I t  I s  Impossible In a short a r t ic le  to  do Justice  to  
th is  remarkable play, In which Ibsen pours out h is  
w ithering s a t ir e  upon the. l i e s  and conven tiona lities 
of so c ie ty . Not a lin e  Is  Inserted  without a reason.
A ll the  charac ters are  drawn with a master hand. Ad­
mirable as I s  the  comedy vein  of many of the scenes, 
the tragedy of o thers I s  no le s s  admirable. B ern lck 's 
unconscious rev e la tio n s  of se lfishness are m arvellously 
tru e  to  nature . . . .
(August, 1889, 96)
Hervey closed with a c r itiq u e  of the Individual perform ers, a l l  of 
whom seem to  have acqu itted  themselves In commendable fash ion .
In March, 1890, Magdalen Brooke deplored the r i s e  of what she 
termed "the r e a l i s t  and Im pressionist In l i te ra tu r e  and a r t . "  The
®Allardyce N lco ll, B r i tish  Drama: An H isto rica l Survey from the 
Beginnings to  the Present Time (New York: Thomas Y. Crowell Co., 1933), 
Revised ed itio n , p . 363.
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w r i te r 's  grouping together of two such divergent trends i s  curious, 
but she claimed to  find  th e i r  common denominator in th e ir  reeking of 
th e  "dustb in ."  While she conceded th a t  in  the  course of rummaging 
through the "unsavoury contents" of such a recep tac le  one might per­
chance find  something rewarding, she thought th a t there  was "danger" 
in  " rev e llin g  in the  dust I t s e l f . "
. . .  A too constant dwelling on the  darker side—an 
unin terrup ted  study of vice and the lower in s t in c ts  
of humanity—has a tendency in  many minds not so much 
to  cause a rev o lt against the unwholesome d ie t  as to  
produce a re lax ing  of the  moral f ib re ,  a to lerance 
not only of the crim inal but of the crime, as well 
a s  a confusion of the moral sense . . . .
(March, 1890, 141)
Miss Brooke, however, fa i le d  to  name the sp ec ific  "dustbin"-wallowers,
although the  Ind ications a re  th a t  in re fe rr in g  to  "realism " she had the
Ib se n lte s  in  mind.
In December of th a t same year Clement Scott a lso  expressed h is  
fe a rs  a t the  new d ire c tio n  toward which the  drama seemed to  be veering . 
Said Scott:
A ll, who take a sincere  In te re s t  in  the drama, must 
have observed, with something lik e  alarm, a tendency in  
recent years to  make the  stage a p u lp it and a platform  
instead  of a p lace of leg itim ate  and general amusement.
I t  i s  assumed on very in su f f ic ie n t  evidence th a t  l i t e r a ­
tu re  i s  divorced from the drama. . . . The superfine young 
gentlemen of to-day [ s ic ]  t r y  to  din  in to  our ea rs  th a t  
our dramatic system i s  a l l  wrong, th a t conventionality
i s  th ro t t l in g  th e  poor old drama, th a t a l l  our p lays
are  constructed , and arranged, on a f a ls e  system, and th a t 
the day of a dram atic revo lu tion  i s  a t  hand.
(December, 1890, 261)
In March, 1891, Our Omnlbus-Box spoke with considerable alarm 
of the  "gruesome drama according to  Ibsen, whose 'c u l t '  would seem, fo r 
the  moment, to  be in  the ascendant." Ghosts, i t  was repo rted , had r e ­
cen tly  r ise n  to  prominence on the  con tinen t, but the  Omnlbus-Box could
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not understand "the rage fo r th is  dram atisation of disease" a t  a l l .  
Ghosts was fu rth e r  described a s  "nauseous" and moreover, "untrue to  a r t
and to  f a c t ."  The Omnlbus-Box pointed out th a t i t  was lik e ly  th a t most
people were not aware of the "p rin c ip a ls  [ s ic ] of h e red ity ,"  which were 
only then beginning to  be understood, "even by ex p e rts ."  In h in ting  a t  
the possib le  in v a lid ity  of Ib se n 's  theory of hered ity , the Omnibus-Box 
was on firm ground, but i t  apparently  fa ile d  to  grasp Ib sen 's  p r in c i­
pal th e s is —the predicament of a woman who, unlike the much c r i t ic iz e d  
Nora, chose to  s tick  to  her m arita l guns, so to  speak. For Mrs. Alvlng 
and the other charac ters th e  w riter showed l i t t l e  regard and no sym­
pathy.
What would be said i f  an Bngllsh playwright were to
people h is  composition with such a gang of good-for-
nothings as those which In fe s t the cheerful pages of . 
"Ghosts"? Of the five  charac ters one only i s  even 
decently  acceptable, the unfortunate mother, with 
such a d e lig h tfu lly  unconventional absence of prejudice 
in the  m atter of incest and what we should consider the 
s a n c t i t ie s  of home l i f e .
(March, 1891, 167)
Commenting on Ibsen h im self, Our Omnlbus-Eox acknowledged the 
p lay w rig h t's  dramatic power, but advocated that h is  p lays be not staged 
in B r ita in . "He cannot be said  to  e n te r ta in ,"  the Box argued, "and 
most people, in  th e ir  unrelieved darkness, w ill deny th a t he e d if ie s ."  
Indeed, according to  the  Box, there  waB the d is t in c t  p o s s ib i l i ty  th a t 
the  repulsiveness of the  Ibsen drama might drive the audience away 
from the th e a tre . I f  one wants to  educate audiences, then one must 
do i t  in  a p leasan t manner. I t  was conceded th a t  fo r Borne, th e  
Norwegian " 'M aster'"  had an Inord inate  a llu re :
There a re  those whom we c a l l  Ib se n ite s , but since they  
are of the  Inner Brotherhood, i t  must be assumed th a t  
they a re  converted, and not in want of the M aster's
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m in is tra tio n s . Then there  a re  those fo r whom d i r t  of 
a l l  k inds, and p a r tic u la r ly  sordid d i r t ,  w ill always 
possess an i r r e s i s t i b l e  fa sc in a tio n , and th ese , we fe a r , 
are  beyond hope.
(March, 1891, 166)
Could those who thought th a t  Ibsen was '’sord id11 or "d irty "  have 
fa ile d  to see th a t  the dram atist might not have presented the unpleas­
an t fo r the  sake of c rea tin g  a sensation , but only In order to  expound 
h is  theses? Perhaps I f  Ibsen had chosen to  make h is  p o in ts  more gently 
and d e lic a te ly , he might not have touched h is  audience a t a l l .
Despite th e  p ro te s ts  of Our Omnibus-Eox, however, two Ibsen p lays 
were produced In the follow ing month, Rosmersholm and the despised 
Ghosts. The unsigned notice of Rosmersholm began with the  rev iew er's  
frank statement of h is  own confusion:
Those of the audience who could honestly  say th a t 
they fathomed the motives which induced the ex tra ­
ordinary  conduct of Pastor Rosmer and Rebecca West, 
must have been of no ordinary capacity ; even a close 
study of Ibsen could hardly have enlightened them.
Here I s  a woman, basely born, who, through being 
allowed to  run wild and read a l l  so r ts  of books, 
haB become a free th in k e r and an "em ancipist."
(A pril, 1891, 196)
Ghosts fared  even le s s  well a t  the hands of I t s  c r i t i c ,  again 
anonymous. The c r i t i c  r ig h tly  pointed out th a t the play was weak In 
I t s  treatm ent of the  genetics question , but he could not understand 
the idea Ibsen was attem pting to  se t fo r th . The p lo t was pronounced 
"too h o rrib le  and too te r r ib le "  to  describe in  f u l l .  Those wishing 
" i t s  d readful d e ta i ls "  were advised to  look them up. The reviewer was 
horror s tricken  th a t  such a p iece had been produced before "a mixed 
audience."
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And with a l l  i t s  loathsomeness there  Is  drawn an 
awful p ic tu re  of the consequences of abusing the 
"Joy of l i f e ”—Ib se n 's  theme; but th a t  such a play 
could ever be produced before a mixed audience i s ,  
in  th is  country, an u t te r  ln p o s s ib ll i ty .
(A pril, 1891, 205)
Since th is  production was the  opening p resen ta tion  of J . T. G rain 's  
Independent Theatre, the c r i t i c  had troubled  him self to l i s t  the c a s t, 
together with " th is  short no tice" merely for the  sake of " h is to r ic a l 
reco rd ."  In conclusion the  c r i t i c  urged Greln to  produce "a healthy 
play of Ib se n 's ,"  the b e tte r  to  provide th e  opportunity of Judging 
the  Norwegian "without re se rv a tio n ,"  so as to  determine "whether he 
i s  e n ti t le d  to  the exalted p o sitio n  h is  adm irers claim for him."
I t  would be in te re s tin g  to  know whether the w rite r of Our 
Omnlbus-Box and the reviewer of Ghosts were one and the same person.
I f  so, the  play had probably already  been pre-Judged and could hardly 
claim to  have been f a i r ly  evaluated.
In the same month—A pril—Our Omnlbus-Box waxed even more 
fu rio u sly  eloquent upon the "foulness" of Ghosts. I t  urged a l l  "con­
sc ien tious" c r i t i c s  to  band together to  "proclaim in unequivocal and 
unmlstakeable [ sic] terms i t s  absolute u n fitn ess  fo r  rep resen ta tio n  in  
a mixed company of decent people." The Box thereupon gave a prolonged 
d isq u is it io n  to  prove "how loathsome, monstrous, and unnatural" the 
work was. According to  the Box, the  discussion  between Pastor Manders 
and Mrs. Alvlng about "Idea ls  and Duty, both c a re fu lly  d istingu ished  
by c a p ita l  I n i t i a l s "  had been "Incomprehensible, not to  say Phari­
s a ic a l ."  Having missed the  po in t completely, the Box q u ite  n a tu ra lly  
could see nothing but "unmitigated d i r t "  in the whole conversation. 
Manders himself was in te rp re ted  a s  "c le a rly  a c le r ic a l  Aunt S a lly , put
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up by th e  author to  be knocked down by th e  au thor’s a n t i - c le r ic a l  
s tic k , none too d e f tly  thrown by the way.”
Glowing ho tly  with ind ignation  the Box thought i t  saw dangerous 
and ominous tendencies in  the  w illingness of the  Ib sen lte s  to  espouse 
the cause of th e  Norwegian d ram atis t.
. . . The work i t s e l f  i s  f i l th y ,  and i t  i s  not a 
p lay . . . . But i t  i s  a m atter of concern to  a l l  
of u s , whether we hold dram atic a r t  in  high esteem 
or not, fo r  i t  i s  a question of f a r  wider s ig n i f i ­
cance than th a t ,  th a t  we should have amongst us a 
body of ac tiv e  and in te l l ig e n t  men—and women (m ore's 
the  shame) who a re  try in g  to  f o i s t  upon us a leprous 
d is tllm en t of t h i s  kind in  the  name of Dramatic A rt.
. . . when, in  f a c t ,  i t  i s  sought to  bring the  cess­
pool and the  In fec tio u s  d iseases  wards of the hospi­
t a l ,  the madhouse, and the  la z a re tto  in to  the amuse­
ments of our people . . .  i t  i s  time fo r every man 
with the in te r e s t ,  not only of the  drama, but of 
every form of wholesome public  amusement a t h e a rt, 
to  p ro te s t with a l l  h is  might and main.
(A pril, 1891, 221)
g
In  A pril, 1891, Hedda Gabler was produced a t  the Vaudeville 
T heatre. Once more the reviewer confessed him self bew ildered. He 
admitted th a t he was a t  a lo ss  to  find  the motive of the p lay .
The in i t ia te d ,  or those who fancy they a re , may 
discover hidden meaning in the  "M aster's" work, 
and may be able to  understand what moral he 
teaches in  the conduct of h is  hero ine, but I must 
confess I can only see in  her a s p i te fu l ,  blasee 
woman, none too v irtu o u s , of i l l - r e g u la te d  mind, 
and d e c e itfu l .  What has made her e x is t  without 
' one redeeming c h a ra c te r is t ic ?  What i s  i t  wearies 
her of her l i f e  and makes her take i t ?  What but 
p e tty  jealousy makes her d rive  a man back in to  
h is  former fa l le n  s ta te ,  and u ltim ate ly  h e rse lf  
commit su icide? To me she i s  simply lnconprehenslble 
and repugnant, and yet I  have read Mr. Edmund GoBse's 
tra n s la tio n  c a re fu lly  th ree  tim es.
(May, 1891, 257)
6Book reviews of Hedda Gabler and of Bmperor and G alilean , a 
W orld-Historic Drama, appeared in  The Theatre. March, 1891, pp. 170-171.
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The reviewer acknowledged th a t the audience, composed mainly of 
Ib se n ite s , "appeared in te res ted "—even those not completely won over 
to  the  Norwegian’s cause. He p raised  the  ac tin g , declaring  th a t i t s  
excellence had re a l ly  saved the play from seeming "lud icrous."
7
In the follow ing month The Lady from the  Sea, tran s la ted  by 
Eleanor Marx Aveling, was produced a t  Terry’s Theatre. The c r i t i c  
expressed h is  "disappointment" th a t on the stage the play had been 
the le a s t e ffec tiv e  of a l l  the  Ibsen plays thus f a r .  As a p lay  to be 
read, he declared, The Lady from the Sea was "poetic, im aginative, and 
in te re s tin g ."  In the  c r i t i c ’s estim ation , the  piece had seemed "to 
endeavour to  incu lca te  th a t pe rfec t freedom w ill enable woman to  r e s i s t  
phan tasies and l is te n  to the  d ic ta te s  of common sense, whereas so long 
as she i s  fe tte re d  by conventional ru le s  and customs, she w ill be a  
slave to  her fanc ies and a c t in  defiance of a l l  moral law ." Obviously, 
the symbolism had escaped the  understanding of the w rite r , and yet he 
had comprehended the  p rin c ip a l p o in t, generally  speaking. With regard 
to  E ll id a ’s "defiance of a l l  moral law" one wishes the reviewer had 
made h is  idea of th a t  a b i t  c le a re r . (June, 1891, 306-307)
In July, 1891, a performance of A D o ll’s House with a d if fe re n t
Q
cast from th a t of the  f i r s t ,  was reviewed in  Our Play-Box. No com­
ments were made on the p lay , but one gathers from the remarks on th e  
a c tin g , th a t  the second c a s t had not done a s  well as the  f i r s t .
^For a book review of the  same play consult The T heatre . 
February, 1890, pp. 125-126.
®A th ird  performance of A D o ll 's  House was given in  1893. The 
T heatre . A pril, 1893, p . 218. The celebrated  Eleonora Duse appeared 
in  s t i l l  another production in  May, 1893. See Ju ly , 1893, pp. 45-46.
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In August In a c r i t i c a l  assessment of the  season Just completed, 
William Davenport Adams paid a g ra te fu l tr ib u te  to  Ibsen. Observing 
th a t four Ibsen p lays had been staged fo r  the f i r s t  time during the 
past year, Davenport expressed him self as follow s:
We owe, we th in k , much g ra titu d e  to  the  en th u s ias tic  
souls by whom these performances were promoted and 
ca rried  through. Mr. Greln has been a ssa ile d  with a 
b itte rn e ss  amounting to  persecu tion , but i t  i s  cer­
ta in ,  a l l  the  same, th a t  even those who have attacked 
him have been glad of th e  opportunity of seeing "Ghosts." 
Glad, to o , have many of us been to  make acquaintance 
with stage rep resen ta tio n s of "Rosmersholm" and "The 
Lady from the Sea," though we should have been more 
g ra te fu l had these rep resen ta tio n s been adequate.
(August, 1891, 58)
The w rite r was convinced th a t Ib sen 's  work requ ired  topnotch ac tin g , 
and found th e  performance of Hedda Gabler praiseworthy in  th is  re sp ec t. 
He concluded with h is  b e lie f  th a t Ibsen would have no "permanent p o si­
tion"  on the  London stage, but th a t "h is  su b jec ts  and h is  methods w ill
help to  revo lu tion ise"  the B ritish  th e a tre , signs of which—in  "fresh ­
ness of top ic  and treatm ent"—were already p e rcep tib le .
A book review of The Life of Henrik Ibsen by Henrik Jaeger a lso  
indicated  a less  impassioned and le ss  v itu p e ra tiv e  a tt i tu d e  toward
Ibsen. The reviewer was no Ib se n lte , but he could not bring him self
to  deny Ib se n 's  s in c e r i ty .
To deny the fo rce  of such a character i s  q u ite  im­
p o ss ib le . R ightly  or wrongly he i s  working against 
fe a r fu l odds fo r  what he believes the t r u th .  Even 
were h is  l i te r a ry  achievements confined to  polemical
essays, in denunciation of the d iseases of the body
p o l i t ic  in  h is  own l i t t l e  s ta te ,  h is  powers would 
claim  fo r  him wide n o to rie ty , but they are  g rea ter 
than these . Condemned or approved, h is  dramas do 
what they p ro fess to  do, deal b i t t e r ly  with th a t 
so c ia l "m orality" which too often  i s  found wanting.
"Truth, l ib e r ty ,  and love ,"  h is  biographer says,
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"are the  corner stones of the grand and solemn fab ric  
which Ibsen has constructed In the  course of years."
With th a t  we cannot agree, but th i s  book proves the 
man honest, e v il counsellor though he be.
(August, 1891, 77)
The review terminated ,?ith the s ig n if ic an t notation  th a t "much mis­
understanding" w ill be c leared  up before the  reader has read the book 
a l l  the way through.
The Theatre returned to  i t s  more v iru le n t an ti-Ib se n  groove 
in  December, 1891. G. W. Dancy declared himself unable to  c re d it 
William Archer’s a sse r tio n  th a t  Nora Helmer and Hedda Gabler would be 
"as generally  understood" In the  fu tu re  as Jane Eyre or Becky Sharp.
And the  con tribu to r thought th a t the short runs the Ibsen p lays had 
enjoyed were cause fo r  the Ib se n lte s ’ se lf-co n g ra tu la tio n . He acknow­
ledged th a t the  o rig in a l English Nora, Janet Achurch, had had to  leave 
fo r an engagement overseas, but he reasoned—one might add l l lo g lc a l ly — 
th a t th is  was proof th a t "the excellence was In the a c tre s s  ra th e r 
than in  the  p lay , or i t  need not have been d i f f ic u l t  to  find  another 
lady su f f ic ie n tly  g if te d  to  give great v i t a l i t y  to  Nora." Dancy as­
sured Archer th a t  th e " 1In te l le c tu a l  ferm ent1" claimed by the l a t t e r  
a s  the outcome of the production of A D o ll 's  House was "ce rta in ly  not 
a healthy  one." Regarding A rcher's ob jec tions to  the "malignant" op­
p o s itio n  to  the  Independent Theatre and I t s  founder, J . T. Greln,
Dancy had th i s  defense fo r  the opposition:
. . .  I t  must be remembered th a t something more than 
dramatic convention was a ttacked . A determined attempt 
was made to  Introduce upon our stage fo r  more or le ss  
public  rep re sen ta tio n , a c la ss  of works which the p re­
jud ices, as some might c a l l  them, . . .  of the bulk of 
the In te l lig e n t  and respectab le  people in  t h i s  country
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had previously  banished from the stage . . . .  I f  
people thought th a t the In troduction  of works they 
held In abhorrence fo r th e ir  Immoral tendency was 
se riously  contemplated, I t  was th e ir  duty to  take 
a l l  f a i r  means In th e ir  power to  stop what to  them 
must have appeared a public scandal.
(December, 1891, 264)
An observation In Notes of the Month In September, 1892, how­
ever, seems to  suggest an Inconsisten t a t t i tu d e  on the p a rt of B ritish  
audiences:
What may or may not be trea te d  on the stage Is  
s t i l l  a moot p o in t. Lady Teazle may venture to  
the rooms of Mr. Surface and have her gown handled 
with an open suggestion of Indelicacy , and not a 
soul w ill but smugly applaud; but I f  Dr. Rank re fe r s  
In a meaning voice to  some stockings belonging to 
Mrs. Helmer, outraged Indeed are the v irtu o u s .
(September, 1892, 128)
An a r t i c le  appearing In the March, 1892, number, offered  a 
s tr ik in g  co n tra s t to  Dancy's a t t i tu d e s . The au thor, J . D. Hunting, 
s ta te d  th a t the playgoers of the  day had turned away from a r t i f i c e  
in  drama to  "more sub tle  rea lism ."  The w rite r pointed out th a t 
audiences go to  the  th e a tre , not to  escape from r e a l i ty ,  but to  "con­
firm " th e ir  Impressions of I t .  In appraising  the recen tly  successful 
production of The Dancing f r l r l . by Henry Arthur Jones, Miss Hunting 
thought i t s  "most a r re s tin g  q u a lity "  had been the "moral re la tio n sh ip  
of the hero w ith the two women who fig u re  a s  h e ro in es."  I t  was 
Jones' unconventional—by stage standards—treatm ent of the two women 
which was unique.
The touch of cynicism In "Midge" and of scorn In 
D ru s llla  could scarcely  have been depicted In a 
"Comedy of Manners" In any age previous to  th is  
one. I t  would not_have been possib le  u n t i l  w ithin 
the  l a s t  few years to  c rea te  two such women In a play 
dealing  with "the grea t world of a r t i f i c i a l  so c ie ty ."
(March, 1892, 124)
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However, Miss Hunting did not th ink tha t Jones had followed through
In h is  ch arac te riza tio n  of "Midge," fo r in  the fou rth  a c t nMldgen
became "a redlv lvus [ sic] of the simpering heroine of a la s t  century
comedy.” Miss Hunting was hopeful th a t the fu tu re  would bring with
i t  p lays which would deal with the great new theme now availab le  to
them—the  emergence of the new woman.
The great awakening of the soul of woman i s  the 
most portentous soc ia l event of the c losing  years 
of the  present century. Both on and o ff  the stage 
I t  i s  giving r i s e  to  many new and dramatic s i tu a ­
tio n s . And the playw rights, whose work w ill be r e ­
garded by p o s te r ity  as the best dramatic products 
of the age we liv e  In, w ill be those who seize  upon 
these s itu a tio n s , and who po rtray  with g rea tes t 
force some of the  d is t ln c te s t  fea tu res  of th is  g rea t 
awakening.
(March, 1892, 125)
The w rite r concluded with a p lea  th a t the th ea tre  appeal a lso  to  the  
"moral or psychical sense” of I t s  audience.
In 1892 the  performances of Ibsen f e l l  o ff considerably, the  
only production being an adap tation  of Rosmersholm by Austin F ryers, 
e n ti t le d  Beata. The reviewer contented himself with the fa r  from 
adequate remark th a t the adapter had "w ritten  a f a i r ly  good play, but 
i t  is  a morbid study." The c r i t i c  added tha t the  sto ry  was "so well 
known" th a t I t  was unnecessary to  r e t e l l  I t .  I t  I s  a p i ty  th a t he 
d idn’t ,  since one wonders what Fryers accomplished In h is  "revised 
v e rs io n ."  (May, 1892, 257-258)
The next Ibsen play to  appear on the London stage was The 
Master B u ilder, which was given a cursory commentary in Notes of the 
Month In March, 1893. I t  was reported th a t  there  was "no p a r tic u la r  
p lo t ,"  and th a t the ac ting  had been responsible  fo r  the  success of the 
p lay . (March, 1893, 174)
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However, In the  follow ing month a complete no tice  of the pro­
duction was Included among the Plays of the  Month. The. version  of 
the  piece used was the tra n s la tio n  made by William Archer and Bdmund 
Gosse. The reviewer again adm itted th a t the meaning of the play had 
eluded him.
What th is  extraordinary  piece of work may mean,
Dr. Ibsen alone can know. Perhaps I t  i s  an essay 
In Browninglsm, an expression of genius so p e rfec t 
th a t everyone may find  In I t  p re c ise ly  the  prob­
lem th a t  confronts him, the so lu tion  th a t  he seeks.
There i s  room fo r a score of In te rp re ta tio n s : . . .
'•Don't k is s  a ch ild  of th ir te e n , I f  you 're  a married
man,.or I t  may end in  your d ea th ."  . . .  Or i s  i t  
th a t the paths of duty and ambition—ty p if ied  In 
Mrs. Solness and her husband—lead a lik e  to  misery!
. . .  Or th a t the very p u rsu it of the  well-beloved 
(as Mr. Hardy c a l ls  I t )  ensures d estru c tio n ! . . .
What Is  I t?
(A pril, 1893, 213)
The reviewer Indicated h is  awareness th a t the play d id  have a hidden 
meaning, but l e f t  I t  up to  each person to  decide fo r him self what I t  
was. There were "strong" inc iden ts in the p lay , but the ch arac te rs  of 
Solness and h is  wife were deemed "vague, e lu s iv e , u t te r ly  wanting In 
sustained  r e a l i ty ."  He furnished ample proof th a t the  charac ter of
Mrs. SolneBS had eluded him, when he analyzed the Solnesses as follow s:
To give h is  vocation as a m aster-builder scope he 
has been the means of denying her the  exercise  of 
hers—the bu ild ing  up of l i t t l e  c h ild re n 's  sou ls.
(In  th is  he I s  qu ite  mistaken, fo r th e  loss of her 
babes does not tro u b le  her In the le a s t .  They a re  
fa r  happier than with h er, she says, and one can 
rea d ily  believe I t .  What she does mope about, and 
mourn, I s  the  lo ss  of the laces and gowns and jewels 
and her nine lovely d o lls  In th a t  d isa s tro u s  f i r e .
But th i s  e rro r i s  c h a ra c te r is t ic  of the  man.)
(A pril, 1893, 212)
As one can p la in ly  see , the c r i t i c  did not understand the symbolism
inherent In the  d o lls , laces , and o ther ornaments. The a c tin g , in  the
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c r i t i c ’s opinion, had been remarkable and a prime fa c to r—If  not the 
one fa c to r—In the p la y 's  sucess. Since a " respec tfu l"  and even 
" re v e re n tia l” audience had given the production a co rd ia l recep tion , 
the p lay  was tra n s fe rre d  to  another th e a tre  fo r a longer run.
An a r t ic le  In the same number by R. FarquharBon Sharp questioned 
the  value and appropriateness of using symbolism on the stage. Sharp 
maintained th a t an "unprejudiced specta to r"  a t  a performance of The 
Master Builder "would be hard put to  i t  to  say where the 'symbolism' 
came in , or what I t  s ig n if ie d ."  The same hypothetical "unprejudiced 
specta to r"  would find  In the play a keen d e lin ea tio n  of ch arac te r, but 
the characters would not have any appeal "as symbols of anything out­
side them selves." According to  Sharp, the c loser to  l i f e  the charac­
t e r s  a re , "the more the specta to r w ill be forced to  consider th e ir  
speeches and ac tio n s as I l lu s tr a t io n s  of ch arac te r, and In no way as 
exemplifying any a b s trac t or concrete e x te rn a l."  In considering 
Sharp 's statement one might say th a t he him self did not c la r ify  h is  
th e s is  s a t is f a c to r i ly .
However, he did make him self understandable when he contended 
th a t "the meaning of the  symbol must be apparent of I t s e l f ,  and th a t 
the symbol must be unmlstakeable [ sic] a s  such." In  The Master 
B uilder Sharp thought th a t  the  m u ltip lic ity  of in te rp re ta tio n s  c le a r ly  
ind icated  the " fa ilu re  of the symbolism to explain I t s e l f . "  F u rther, 
he scouted the  Idea of the  symbolization of the various dramatic 
phases of Ib se n 's  own career reputed to  be In the p lay . I f  th i s  were 
t ru e , "Ibsen the d ram atist must be tak ing  leave of h is  senses"—so 
Sharp a sse rte d . In  the l ig h t  of these cond itions, Sharp pronounced 
the  use of symbolism on the stage to  be in ap p ro p ria te . (A pril, 1893,
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203-206).
To a c e rta in  extent one can agree w ith Sharp—symbolism should 
be apparent In order to  be e ffe c tiv e —but by I t s  very nature symbolism 
Is  open to  variegated  in te rp re ta tio n . A specta to r derives from the 
symbols what he him self can see In them. I f ,  lik e  Sharp, one Is  more 
in te re s te d  in  character development as such, then there  I s  no symbolic 
sign ificance  In the p lay , and one probably lo ses accordingly.
The advent of the symbolic drama continued to  perplex p lay- 
lovers, I f  Notes of the Month may be tru s te d . The new type of play 
had even created d issension  w ithin  the ranks of the Ib se n lte s . Two 
New C r i t ic s —Walkley and J .  H. McCarthy—had momentarily deserted  the 
Norwegian d ram atist, having pronounced The Master Builder one of 
Ib se n 's  m istakes. Arguments were ca rried  on In the  newspapers and a t 
a meeting of an organization  known as the P laygoers' Club. (May, 1893, 
296-297)
However, the  "unconventional" was rap id ly  gaining adherents 
among the conventional. The same column reported  th a t a committee was 
being assembled to make p lans fo r subscrip tion  performances of Brand, 
Hedda Gabler. The Lady from the Sea. Rosmersholm. and The Master 
B u ilder. Among the names mentioned e ith e r  as tru s te e s  or subscribers 
were those of S ir Frederick Pollock; The Home S ecretary , Mr. Asquith; 
Oscar Wilde; and S ir Edward Grey. (May, 1893, 297)
In June, 1893, another production of An Enemy of the  People was 
given, which was termed "an a c to r 's  Improvement" of what Ibsen had done. 
The In trep id  ac to r was Herbert Beerbohm Tree, who had given Dr. Stock­
mann with "frequent touches of s ly  humour," thus "softening  . . . the 
hard high l ig h ts  [ sic ] and toning  . . . the deep ugly shadows." More-
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over, he had changed the ending.
So handled, the play exhales an e x h ila ra tin g  atmosphere. 
Stockmann [ sic] becomes such a sim ple-hearted, b lg - 
souled fellow , th a t the  h is to ry  of h is  hopeless f ig h t  
and in ev itab le  downfall assumes the  look of a p o l i t ic a l  
con test—in  which when the f ig h t i s  done, hands are 
shaken, . . . . To a ce rta in  ex ten t, no doubt, th is  
dim inishes th e  tragedy of the  s i tu a tio n . But the  pathos 
of the honest man's defeat remains untouched, and th e re  
i s  wisdom in  removing the  problem posed from the sphere 
of b i t t e r  persecu tion .
(Ju ly , 1893, 44)
What, one might ask , would Ibsen have thought of th i s  unaccountably 
Jo lly  version  of h is  play?
The Ibsen performances mentioned e a r l ie r  in  the  Notes of the 
Month got under way on May tw enty-nin th . Two afternoon and two evening 
performances of each of the follow ing were given—Hedda Gabler, 
Rosmersholm. and The Master B u ilder. Together with the  la s t  mentioned
9
p lay , one ac t of Brand was presen ted . The reviewer r e s t r ic te d  him self 
to  comments on the a c tin g , giving no in te rp re ta tio n s  of the  plays them­
se lves. Neither did  he repo rt the aud ience 's rea c tio n s . (Ju ly , 1893, 
47-48)
In September, 1893, a paper on the past dram atic year by G. E. 
Morrison frank ly  acknowledged the  debt English drama owed to  Ibsen.
The w rite r ha iled  the "production and the success" of A. W. P in e ro 's  
The Second Mrs. Tanqueray as the  "two sa lie n t p o in ts  of the  p ast 
dramatic season." The con tribu to r asse rted  th a t the  p la y 's  outcome 
was " c e r ta in ,"  la rge ly  due to  Ib se n 's  unacknowledged conversion of 
English ta s te s  in  the drama.
9A book review of Brand appeared in  The T heatre , February, 1892,
p .  94.
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The public are  sick  of a r t i f i c i a l i t y  on the stage, 
a r t i f i c i a l i t y  of ch arac te r, of motive, of conduct, 
of circumstance, of everything. They may wince a t 
the word " rea lism ,” but un less they can get p lays 
tru e  to  something more than stage convention they 
w ill give up the th e a tre  a lto g e th e r. For th is  a t ­
titu d e  they have, c h ie fly , to  thank Dr. Ibsen.
But they do not thank him, being too much offended 
a t  h is  manners. . . . Others f e l t  defrauded. They 
had gone to  a th e a tre  only to  fin d  themselves in  a 
h o sp ita l. And so Dr. Ibsen fa i le d  to  get a lucra­
tiv e  p rac tic e  of h is  own. But a v i s i t  to  a hospi­
t a l ,  however undertaken, deepens one 's  sense of
l i f e .  This they discovered when they returned to  
th e ir  old p lay s . . . .
(September, 1893, 134-135)
According to  Morrison, Pinero had not been the f i r s t  English dram atist 
to  f a l l  in to  the p a tte rn  se t by Ibsen, but he had been the c le v e re s t.
He had, however, been preceded by Calmour and by Rose, who had committed 
the  e rro r of fo rg e ttin g  th a t "the play must be kept going, and kept going 
on fam ilia r  l in e s ."  I t  had remained fo r  Pinero to  see "the necessity  
of compromise," and he had made good use of "points and s itu a tio n s"  when­
ever p o ss ib le , without "going out of h is  way to  beat [them] up ."
The influence of the famous Norwegian dram atist upon Pinero and 
Jones was likew ise acknowledged by Joseph Knight In a book e n tit le d
T hea trica l Notes, reviewed In the  January, 1894, number. "Mr. Knight,"
sa id  the  unknown book c r i t i c ,  "has not f a i le d  to  notice the  new In­
fluence—th a t of Ibsen—which, I f  I t  Is  not as  yet fa r  reaching upon 
the  English stage, has p ercep tib ly  a ffec ted  the  work of Mr. Henry 
Arthur Jones only In a le ss  degree than th a t of Mr. P inero ." Further­
more, th e  reviewer noted th a t Knight was "very guarded" In h is  Judge­
ment of Ibsen, confining him self to  the a sse rtio n  "that a man who can 
in sp ire  such adm iration and c a l l  fo r th  such passion , and form the sub­
je c t  of such repeated d iscussion  and recrim ination  I s  not a nobody."
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(January, 1894, 18-20)
In December, 1893, another Englishman furnished ample evidence
th a t the  Ibsen Influence was re a l ly  tak ing  hold. The Independent
Theatre Society produced a p lay  by Dr. John Todhunter, The Black Cat.
Todhunter had fa l le n  so deeply under the Norwegian's sp e ll th a t he
had w ritten  a  more than reasonable facsim ile  of Rosmersholm. according
to  the review er.
. . . "The Black Cat" i s  nothing more or le ss  than an 
Ibsen play "up to  d a te ."  I t  i s  Just the  sto ry  of 
Beata. Rebecca West, and Rosmer [ sic] of "Rosmersholm," 
adapted, modernised, and very appropria te ly  "framed" 
in , say, the Melbury Road.
(January, 1894, 51)
The c r i t i c  was aware th a t the  p r in c ip le s  and motives of the play had 
been "weakened" by th e ir  A nglic iza tlon , but the English version had, 
lik e  i t s  Norwegian coun terpart, l e f t  the  audience "groping in  a sim ilar 
mist of bewilderment."
W. A. Lewis Bettany in  a con tribu tion  to  the May, 1894, issue  
attempted to  appraise the r e s u l ts  of the  "'New Drama'" which he termed 
a "m isleading, i f  convenient cant p h rase ."  Seemingly, according to  
Bettany, i t  re fe rred  to  "a (supposed) general renascence in  the 
Bnglish th e a tre  in these l a t t e r  tim es." Bettany pointed out th a t the 
term a s  used Included such playw rights as Ibsen, Stevenson, Pinero, 
Wilde, F . C. P h ilip s , Mrs. Campbell Praed, H. A. Jones, George Moore, 
Bernard Shaw, and o thers . On the b asis  of th i s  c a th o lic ity —acknow­
ledged by the  w rite r—Bettany found i t  possib le  to  a s s e r t  no one 
dram atist had been responsib le  fo r  the regenera tion  of the drama. Said 
he, "Chronology alone re fu te s  the  fa lla c y ; fo r long before 'A D o ll 's  
House' . . . long before 'The P ro f lig a te ' . . . th e re  had been signs
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th a t  the r e a l i s t i c  decadent wave had reached our s ta g e ."  Bettany 
c red ited  P h ilip s  and Mrs. Praed with being the  f i r s t  exponents of the 
new movement in  1887 and 1888.
Bettany’s reluctance  to  give c re d it to  Ibsen fo r  in i t ia t in g  the 
revo lu tion  in  B ritish  drama led him to  make some curiously  contra­
d ic to ry  statem ents.
That the g rea t Norwegian has Influenced our stage, 
and Influenced i t  profoundly, none but the v e r ie s t  
d o lt would deny; but th a t h is  Influence w ill be so 
preponderating as to  ensure fo r h is  methods and sub­
je c ts  im ita to rs  among our leading dram atists i s  a 
contention th a t cannot fo r  one moment be allowed.
A l i t t l e  Ibsen, lik e  a l i t t l e  yeast, goes a long way, 
and a s  a m atter of f a c t ,  Mr. Jones i s  the  only one 
of our prominent playw rights who has m anifestly  
f a l le n  under the M aster's s p e ll.  True, f a in t  
echoes of "Ghosts" and "Hedda Gabler" may be heard 
in  "The Second Mrs. Tanqueray," but nowhere save in 
Mr; Jo n es 's  "Judah" and "Crusaders," can conscious 
im ita tio n  of Ibsen be traced . S im ilarly  with Mr.
Pinero. The only two playB of recen t b ir th  th a t
bear the  impress of h is  methods are  "The Pharisee'? 
and "Mrs. Lesslngham." . . . Both p ieces , however, 
a re  Inoculated by the  Ibsen b a c illu s .
(May, 1894, 240)
In h is  haste  to  take c re d it  away from Ibsen, Bettany apparently  over­
looked the  fa c t th a t  while P h ilip s  and Mrs. Praed might have been the 
f i r s t  to  s t a r t  the new tren d , i t  had remained fo r Ibsen to  give i t  the
g re a te s t impetus. One has the suspicion th a t  Bettany might have been
motivated by a blend of chauvinism and hatred  of Ibsen.
A fter pronouncing Judgement on the  plays of the new school, 
Bettany arrived  a t  the  f in a l  decision  th a t the d ram atists  had displayed 
a  "g laring  and f a ta l  lack of p roportion ,"  m anifest in th e ir  a ttach ing  
too much Importance to  "sexual lapses" and in  th e ir  "d e lib e ra te  a sc r ip ­
tio n  of a l l  the  m ischief supposed to  r e s u l t  from these i l l i c i t
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re la tio n sh ip s  to  th e  man.” However, one would l ik e  to question  
Bettany as to  whether th i s  statement ap p lies  to  The Second Mrs.
Tanqueray. a play In which not the man, but soc ie ty  In general is  
asked to  search i t s  heart and conscience.
The Watch-Tower of September, 1894, however, exhibited le s s  
re luctance  to  c re d it Ibsen with having had some Influence on The Second 
Mrs. Tanqueray. Noting on the six teen th  anniversary  of the  magazine 
th a t a v i r tu a l  revo lu tion  had occurred in  stage l i t e r a tu r e ,  the  Tower
w rite r remarked th a t  the Tower of 1878 had been unable to  see the fo l­
lowing changes:
The en te rta in in g  author of The M agistrate . [Pinero]
. . . was to  w rite  an English tragedy of momentous 
s ign ificance  both dramatic and so c ia l . . . .  A new 
foreign  influence was to  create a ferment of ideas 
to  which th is  prodigy of native daring was p a r tly  
due. The h is to r ia n  of 1878 could not foresee the
irru p tio n  of Ibsen’s socia l dramas, the  f ie rc e  con­
troversy  between romantic id e a ls  and the  "problem 
p lay ,"  the  f i t f u l  erup tions of the Independent 
Theatre and the dram atic excursions of Mr. Bernard 
Shaw. Had anybody prophesied . . . th a t Paula 
Tanqueray would be licensed by the Lord Chamberlain,
th a t her tra g ic  sto ry  would be ha iled  as the h ighest
achievement of the modern English dram atist, th a t 
i t  would be the  object of sermons, . . . the echoes 
of August, 1878, might come to  us with a burden of 
p lay fu l d e ris io n .
(September, 1894, 90)
Continuing i t s  d iscussion  of Ibsen, the Tower r ig h tly  observed 
th a t  the  Norwegian "in  h is  unm itigated form ," might be unpopular with . 
th e a tre  audiences, but th i s  fa c t was not to  be taken as a  measure of 
h is  m erit. S ig n ific an tly , i t  was the Tower’s observation that " flash es 
of in sig h t"  and other potent and haunting snatches remained in  the  mind 
long a f te r  the  i n i t i a l  feellngB of "repugnance" had dimmed. Then, again , 
the  Tower called  a tte n tio n  to  th e  fac t th a t  the Ibsen p lays had insp ired
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great performances. Hence, the w rite r  concluded, " I t  may not be hope­
le s s ly  h e re tic a l to  suggest th a t Ibsen has Impregnated our dramatic 
atmosphere, not with h is  th eo ries  of l i f e  and conduct, but with a cer­
ta in  Independence of view and d irec tn ess  of method." As fu rth e r  proof, 
the  Tower adduced the popular recep tion  of The Second Mrs. Tanqueray.
In which the audience had been Invited  to accept "a dangerous province 
of realism " In the  native drama.
Another of Ib sen 's  symbolic excursions was presented by the 
Independent Theatre In May of th a t same year. The Wild Duck was de- 
acrlbed  by I t s  reviewer as "obscure." " I t  I s  obviously sym bolical.
But of what?" he asked In honest p e rp lex ity . He suggested th a t In the 
fu tu re  Greln issue "an o f f ic ia l  'D ig est' of the p lay ,"  so th a t the un- 
percelv ing  might be enlightened. S etting  aside the symbolism, the 
c r i t i c  considered the  play "endurable and even In te re s tin g ,"  by v ir tu e  
of the  p o rtray a l of HJalmar, Gina, and Hedvig. However, he seemB to  
have missed the po in t of the p lay .
That Truth I s  a b e au tifu l th ing  he m anifests In the 
ru in  of the happiness of th is  fam ily by bringing 
among them a staunch tru th  t e l l l e r  [ s ic ] , and by 
making th is  uncompromising Id e a lis t  . . . the most 
woefully defeated of a l l  by the  very achievement of 
h is  v ic to ry .
(June, 1894, 330)
An a c to r , famous as an exponent of Ibsen drama, contributed  an 
In te re s tin g  paper on h is  experiences In connection with the  productions 
of A D o ll 's  House and The Master B uilder. Herbert Waring confessed 
th a t i t  had taken several readings of the  p lays to  reveal the su b tle t ie s  
of charac ter and d ialogue. He termed h is  performances "a labour of- 
love ,"  but did not regard himself a s  an Ib se n lte . He was In accord with 
o ther c r i t i c s  who had a ttr ib u te d  the  c rea tion  of The Second Mrs.
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Tanqueray to  Ibsen’s in fluence. He thought th a t  a study of P in e ro 's  
method would c le a rly  d isc lo se  the Ibsen p a tte rn . However, he thought 
th a t  a piece modeled exactly  according to  the Norwegian would f a i l  to  
achieve "permanent favour." I t  was Waring's conviction th a t Ib se n 's  
g rea t f a i l in g  had been to  exclude such q u a li t ie s  as "heroism, ch iva lry , 
c h a s tity , and s e l f - s a c r if ic e ,"  from v ir tu a lly  a l l  of h is  charac te rs .
For th is  reason Waring thought th a t Ibsen had not w ritten  " 'f o r  a l l  
time; " '(O ctober, 1894, 169)
In te re s t  in  the  con troversia l Norwegian dram atist was barely  
kept a liv e  in  The Theatre in 1895. E. J .  Goodman contributed  an 
a r t i c l e  on "Ibsen a t  C h ris tia n ia ,"  in  which, among other th in g s , Ibsen 
was described as "pleased, but a l i t t l e  su rp rised ,"  to  hear hoy/ much 
Influence he had had on the  English stage. (September, 1895, 146-149) 
In the  same year, Echoes from the Green Room reviewed the  Archer 
tra n s la tio n  of Ib se n 's  la te s t  p iece, L i t t le  Byolf. published in book 
form. The w rite r regarded the new play as more understandable than 
The Master B u ilder, but found th a t the p lay  had l e f t  a d is ta s te fu l  
general impression. He thought th a t the playwright had w ritten  some 
stageworthy scenes and th a t the p lo t had been developed "with 
m arvellous s k i l l ,  considering the nature of h is  m a te ria l."  (February, 
1895, 121-122)
However, i f  in te re s t  in Ibsen himself had declined in  1895, 
the issue of the modern society  p lay  which he had in sp ired  to  a great 
ex ten t, was very much a liv e . The Watch-Tower of January, 1895, showed 
strong disapproval of those who were re s is t in g  the new drama on grounds 
of i t s  unwholesomeness.
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. . . The worthy people who have unbosomed th e ir  
alarms . . . cannot understand th a t  the business of 
a dram atist I s  not to  see eye to  eye with them In 
h is  outlook on l i f e .  I f  he takes a la rger view than 
th e ir s ,  I t  does not follow  th a t he I s  In  league with 
a manager to  corrupt the  community. . . .  We should 
come to  a p re t ty  pass Indeed were these uneducated 
c ritic ism s  taken as a mandate of public opinion, 
based on the Judgment of a c i t iz e n  who escapes from 
excess thought to  the music h a l l ,  or who supplies the 
playwright with a l i s t  of s in s  su itab le  fo r decorous 
treatm ent.
(January, 1895, 2)
The Watch-Tower a lso  gave an answer to  a Mr. T r a i l l ,  who had 
a sse rted  In the Nineteenth Century th a t the r e a l i s t i c  drama was not 
tru e  to  l i f e  because "In ac tu a l l i f e ” fam ily "skeletons" were kept 
well hidden.
Drama which does Indeed m irror our motives and ac tions 
I s  a ra re  and d i f f ic u l t  achievement, from which no 
a r t i s t  ought to  be Intim idated by th a t bold a sse rtio n  
th a t we have had enough of I t ,  or th a t skeletons do 
not take the  a i r  In  p u b lic , or th a t ,  I f  they do, I t  Is  
most Immoral to  bring  them on the  stage . That so rt of 
c r itic ism ,'w e re  I t  carried  on with much success, would 
cramp and eventually  ru in  any a r t  th a t alms a t  t r u th .
(January, 1895, 4)
In the same Issue Clement Scott was s t i l l  pleading fo r  the 
drama th a t might be described as higher than r e a l i ty .
In a word, th is  drama of ours, t h i s  drama th a t we love, 
t h i s  drama th a t may give such hope, such Joy, and such 
ennobling ambition to  the best natures of man and woman 
a lik e ;  th i s  drama, th a t  may encourage so much d iscon ten t, 
but may a lso  touch the  fountain  of so many te a rs , should 
p a in t not a baser, or a coarser, or a more hopeless, or 
more despairing  world than the one In which we l iv e — 
but a possib le  b e tte r  world.
(January, 1895, 10)
Nor was Scott alone In h is  opposition to the new trend  In p lays . 
In February, 1895, George Manvllle Fenn questioned the  po licy  of mana­
gers who were producing comedies "of the  Dumas f i l s  type" and thus
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re p e llin g  "so many of th e ir  old pa trons."  Fenn wrote w is tfu lly  of 
the  old Robertsonian comedy which he described e n th u s ia s tic a lly  as 
"wholesome and re fre sh in g ."  I t  was Fenn 's b e lie f  th a t  the ordinary 
playgoers, not the audiences which wore in  attendance "for the f i r s t  
few n ig h ts ,"  had l i t t l e  lik in g  fo r  the  "morbid psychology of Ibsen" 
or fo r "the over-s tra ined , sick ly  sentiment of the  modern French 
school."
The ordinary playgoer i s  no whining m oralis t; he i s  
simply a stra igh tforw ard  Englishman, who honestly  
says: "I w ill not take wife or daughter of mine to
a th e a tre  to  see p ieces th a t ought never to  have been 
put upon the  s tag e ."  I grant th e ir  cleverness and the 
g rea t a b i l i ty  of the a r t i s t s  who de lin ea te  the charac­
te r s  but I am old-fashioned enough to  re g re t the change 
th a t has taken place during the la s t  few years, both 
in  our lib ra ry  and dramatic l i t e r a tu r e .
(February, 1895, 75)
In  Fenn's opinion the  purpose of a th ea tre  was only to  amuse, not to  
teach i t s  pa trons.
In the follow ing month R. C. Carton a lso  ex to lled  Tom Robertson. 
Carton phrased h is  eulogy in  these  words:
In any event I t  would be d i f f ic u l t  to  deny th a t he 
was th e  f i r s t  English d ram atist who attem pted to  prove, 
and who did prove, I contend, th a t no divorce need e x is t 
between sentiment and rea lism . I know the follow ers of 
Zola and Ibsen have attem pted to  annex the l a t t e r  word.
But I  dispute' the  v a lid ity  of th e i r  claim . True realism  
. . . is  the  e ffo r t  to  give fa i th fu l  p o rtray a l to  l i f e ,  
or ra th e r  to  a small p o rtio n  of i t .  Now, when such 
p o r tra i tu re  is  app lied  to  an average Bnglish home, how 
i s  f id e l i ty  to  be obtained i f  the  element of simple- 
hearted sentiment i s  excluded or undervalued?
(March, 1895, 155)
As fo r  sentim ent, Carton declared  th a t the " 'p la y  of th e  cen tu ry '"— 
The Second Mrs. Tanqueray—"p o sitiv e ly  reeked of d e lic a te  sentim ent."
I f  such a w ell-regarded p lay  could contain so much of i t ,  Carton
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reasoned, why should other " fa r le s s  p re ten tious"  p ieces re je c t  I t?
Asked th e  w rite r ,
Is  the purely domestic side of la tte r-d a y  English 
l i f e  to  remain unchronicled? Are a l l  the  p lays th a t 
deal w ith homely pathos and na tu ra l humour to  be 
f in a l ly  " fa iry  t a le s ,"  or relegated  to  "the con­
fe c tio n e r ’s "?
(March, 1895, 166)
Carton expressed h is  w illingness fo r William Archer—whom he described 
as "a worthy adversary"—and h is  fo llow ers to  have th e i r  Independent 
Theatre, but he pleaded fo r  one th ea tre  which would c a te r to  those with 
a ta s te  fo r the Robertsonian type of comedy. According to  the w rite r , 
the  venture would succeed f in a n c ia lly , "because no moderately good play 
of the Robertsonian genre has ever fa ile d  to  prove su p e rla tiv e ly  a t ­
t r a c tiv e . "
The p leas of the  la s t  th ree  w riters  confirm a statem ent made by 
N lcoll about the slowness of the B ritish  public to  "throw over Clement 
Scott and accept William Archer as th e ir  teacher."^-0 Nlcoll gives 
t h i s  evaluation of R obertson 's con tribu tion  to  B ritish  drama:
I t  Is  not what Robertson did th a t makes him a fo re ­
runner o f modern drama, but h is  te n ta tiv e  methods 
of looking a t l i f e .  . . . Robertson showed men th a t
ordinary l i f e  could be brought Into the th e a tre
fo r  the  good both of drama and of sp ec ta to rs ; th a t 
the  problems of so c ia l existence were clamoring fo r 
expression In l i te r a ry  fo rm .^
However, N lcoll p o in ts  out th a t Robertson had made only a beginning
in  the  d irec tio n  of dramatic realism , nor did those who followed him
l^A. N lco ll, o£. c l t . . p . 356. 
11Ib ld .,  p . 348.
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break new ground In th is  f i e ld .  "Robertson him self did  not carry  h is  
work very f a r ;  sentim entalism  ever stayed h is  hand; and the m ajority  
of h is  imnedlate successors and of h is  contemporaries refused to  move 
very f a r  from the even path he had trodden out fo r  h im self."*2
Thus i t  can be seen th a t Scott and h is  adherents were w illin g  
to  accept realism  of. only a somewhat lim ited  kind, and th a t  they 
wanted th e ir  realism  sweetened with a heaping po rtion  of sen tim en ta lity .
In 1896, W. Davenport Adams re la te d  to  the readers the  a t t i tu d e s  
of the renowned French c r i t i c ,  Sarcey, toward Ibsenism. Sarcey was 
characterized  as unfavorably disposed toward the Norwegian. Adams de­
c la red , "I am only re g re ttin g  th a t M. Sarcey should have become so 
wedded to  the method of Scribe, of Dumas, o f Sardou, th a t he cannot 
recognise, or w ill not acknowledge, the freshness, the u t i l i t y ,  the 
charm of the  method of Ibsen ." (Ju ly , 1896, 19-24)
In the  same year a p essim is tic—but highly  emotional—dram atist, 
Robert Buchanan, vented h is  spleen upon what he ca lled  the  "quidnuncs." 
Largely due to  th e ir  i ll-a d v is e d  e f fo r ts  Buchanan proclaimed th a t 
"serious dramatic a r t"  was dead.
So sick has the  public grown of the very idea of 
e d if ic a tio n , so absurd have been proved the  pre­
tensions of those d ram atists who fo o lish ly  followed 
where the  quidnuncs led , th a t the  hope of a ra tio n a l 
drama, dealing  with the great issues of modern l i f e ,  
has been adjourned sine d ie , and the very phrase 
"problem play" i s  a lready a term of managerial as 
well as c r i t i c a l  execration .
(October, 1896, 208)
•̂2I b l d . , p .  349.
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On the other hand, Buchanan was no supporter of Ibsen . Yet he 
thought th a t  a happy mean could be found somewhere between "the e th ic s  
of th e  Lock Hospital and the em pirics of Bank Holiday tumblings in  
the  h ay .” Consequently, he thought ”a great opportunity” had been 
lo s t ,  fo r  which he blamed the c r i t i c s .  According to  Buchanan, the 
”bewildered d ram atis t” knew not what to  do—a d is tre s s in g  in d ica tio n  
of the  weak s p i r i t  of the  playw rights of th i s  period , i f  Buchanan i s  
to  be believed .
In 1896, Ibsen returned  once again to  the  London stage. L it t le  
Bvolf was produced a t  the Avenue Theatre, the  tra n s la tio n  being 
Archer’s .  The unknown c r i t i c  gave i t  a c au stic  recep tion . He s ta rted  
out thus: " I t  may be th a t w ithin  the  fo ld s  of L i t t le  Byolf there
lu rk s an in f in i ty  of undiscovered and undlscoverable meanings." S t i l l ,  
approached from "the obvious and commonsense s tan d p o in t,” the play 
could only be considered a "d u ll, wordy, unpleasant, and prodigiously  
tiresom e p lay  which no healthily-m inded person would care to  see a 
second, i f  Indeed a f i r s t ,  tim e .” He blamed Ibsen fo r  fa i l in g  to  
make h is  purpose c le a re r . The ac tin g  was regarded as b r i l l i a n t ,  how­
ever. (January, 1897, 40-41)
EchoeB from the Green Room in  February, 1897, gave the  readers 
a b r ie f  book review of IbBen’s new play , John Gabriel Borkman. Echoes 
declared the  play to  be "melancholy" and "pessim istic" in  i t s  tone, 
but thought the "dramatic construction  and development" commendable. 
(February, 1897, 118)
The March number ran a  parody of John Gabriel Borkman w ritten  
by Malcolm Watson and e n ti t le d  P re tty  Fanny’s Ways. (March, 1897, 
137-142)
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In May, Bchoes from the Green Room announced the  assembling 
of an exceptionally  f in e  cast fo r  the  forthcoming production of John 
Gabriel Borkman. However, though the  w rite r  could understand the 
Norwegian's a llu re  fo r  a c to rs  and a c tre sse s , "because he understands 
so well 1.' a r t  du th e a tre . " he thought th a t Ibsen could have w ritten  
some " re a lly  good stage p ieces" i f  he hadn 't been led by h is  adu la to rs 
in to  th inking  of himself as "a philosopher and a great reform er." 
C learly , some people could not reconcile  themselves to  Ibsen even a t  
t h i s  la te  da te .
The production of John Gabriel Borkman. tra n s la te d  by Archer, 
made i t s  debut a t  the  Strand Theatre in  May. The reviewer showed i t  
l i t t l e  clemency.
I t  i s  d u ll ,  ted ious, depressing, a t tim es even 
lud icrous. The w r i te r 's  views of l i f e  remain 
unchanged. The lig h tn ess  and sweetness to  be 
* found in  th e  world be p e rs is te n tly  ignores; 
towards what i s  mean and Ignoble he i s  drawn 
a s  in ev itab ly  a s  the needle to  the po le . . . .
[The play shows] how e n tire ly  out of touch with 
the  progressive tendencies of the modern drama 
Ibsen s t i l l  remains.
(June, 1897, 135-136)
The c r i t i c  conceded th a t  there  were "one or two powerful sceneB," 
however. This time he d id  not give the p lay e rs  hlB unqualified  
p ra is e .
This chapter has made a c r i t i c a l  survey of the  e ffe c ts  of 
Ibsen and h is  soc ia l dramas upon the  B r itish  th e a tre . As Max Beerbohm 
has pointed ou t, th e re  was "much th a t was fo o lish "  said  by those who 
espoused the cause of the  r e a l i s t i c  drama and those who opposed i t .  
From the study ju st completed i t  i s  c le a r  th a t the  Ibsen drama un-
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d ilu te d , was not well received by the  average B ritish  playgoer,
but—more inportan t—the e ffo r ts  of Bngllsh d ram atists , patterned
a f te r  Ibsenlan realism , were e n th u s ia s tic a lly  accepted. Thus Ibsen
had given the new school of native drama I t s  g rea t Impetus. As
N lcoll observes:
With the treatm ent of domestic scene and of so c ia l 
problems he [Ibsen] Introduced a new frankness, which 
a t  f i r s t  grated harshly  on the ears of prudish 
V ictorians accustomed to  the p leasing  commonplaces 
of Tennysonlan melody. Here they found a man who dared 
to  speak of th ings they deemed unspeakable, who la id
bare the most fe s te r in g  sores In  the body so c ia l, who
flinched  from nothing In h is  Olympian grandeur. Soon 
th e i r  d e te s ta tio n  of th i s  frankness began to  wane. . . . 
native w rite rs  began to  attem pt Im itations of the  Ibsen 
s ty le . This frankness meant the opening up of new 
worlds fo r the d ram atists . . . .  and In dealing  with 
those aspects of soc ia l l i f e  came to  them new ideas 
and new conceptions of the  meaning of the  u n iv e rse .13
During the years of th e  controversy over Ibsen, The Theatre 
magazine mirrored the variegated opinions aroused by th e  Norwegian. 
However, i t  must be sa id  th a t the most ferven t fo llow ers of Ibsen, 
such a s  Archer, were not heard from in the p e rio d ica l a f te r  1889. I t  
i s  to  be reg re tted  th a t they were no t, but the magazine carried  the
con tribu tions of other Ib sen lte s , so th a t a f a i r ly  good balance of
comment was achieved.
13I b l d . , p p . 340-341.
SUMMARY
The present in v es tig a tio n  has confirmed Robert W. Lowe's 
estim ate in  1888 of The Theatre magazine as "one of the  most valuable 
of dramatic reco rds."  Founded o r ig in a lly  as a weekly " c r i t ic a l  re ­
view ," The Theatre was converted to  a monthly magazine in  August,
1878, with the s u b t i t le ,  "A Monthly Review and Magazine." During the 
years 1880 to  1893 i t s  s u b t i t le  became "A Monthly Review of the  Drama, 
Music, and the  Fine A rts ."  Throughout i t s  life tim e  the p e r io d ic a l 's  
focus was co n s is ten tly  on the  stage in  a l l  of i t s  aspec ts: the
audience, p e rs o n a li tie s , management, drama, c r i t i c s  and c r it ic ism , 
and h is to ry . While The Theatre concerned i t s e l f  c h ie fly  with the 
ram ifica tions of B r itish  dram atic a r t ,  nevertheless i t  did not f a l l  
to  fu rn ish  i t s  readers with inform ation about the  drama as tre a te d  in  
fo re ign  coun tries throughout the  world.
The s a lie n t  fe a tu re s  of the  magazine varied  according to  the 
e d ito rs , but the follow ing were custom arily found in the  course of 
the  magazine's caree r: photographs and biographies of th e a tr ic a l  
p e rso n a litie s ; data  and reviews of p lays and musical productions; 
fea tu re  a r t i c l e s  on the  various aspec ts of th e a tr ic a l  a r t ;  e d ito r ia l  
comment; f ic t io n ;  and news items about th ea tre  p e rs o n a litie s . The 
tone of the fea tu re  a r t i c l e s  ranged from the face tio u s  and pe tu lan t 
to  th e  scho larly . Two very valuable a s se ts  of the  magazine were the  
high c a lib re  of the  co n trib u to rs  and the  im partia l coverage of con­
tro v e rs ia l  issues of which th e re  were many during i t s  l ife tim e . Those
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w riting  fo r  the magazine were the most highly respected a c to rs , 
c r i t i c s ,  playw rights, and th e a tr ic a l  h is to r ia n s  of th e ir  tim e. Such 
men as Joseph Knight, Henry Irv ing , Frank M arshall, A. W. Pinero,
J .  T. Greln, W. S. G ilbert, Tom Taylor, W. Davenport Adams, Moy Thomas, 
William Archer, Lewis C a rro ll, and Herbert Beerbohm Tree wrote papers 
fo r the  magazine. Generally speaking, the papers maintained a high 
q u a lity , but there  were some which f e l l  below the customary standards.
During The Theatre1s career as a monthly magazine there  were 
a t  le a s t  seven e d ito rs  who served fo r  varying lengths of tim e.
Frederick W. Hawkins, a Jou rna lis t and th e a tr ic a l  h is to r ia n , served 
from August, 1878, to  December, 1879. He was succeeded by Clement 
William S co tt, the most In f lu e n tia l dramatic c r i t i c  of h is  day, who 
edited  the magazine from January, 1880 to  December, 1889, In January, 
1890, Bernard E. J .  Capes followed Scott in to  the e d i to r 's  post and 
remained there  u n t i l  June, 1892; Capes had a co -ed ito r, Charles Bgling- 
ton , from Ju ly , 1890, to  June, 1892. Egllngton was sole ed ito r from 
Ju ly , 1892, to  June, 1893, and was succeeded by Addison B righ t, a 
young c r i t i c .  B right held h is  post from Ju ly , 1893, to  Ju ly , 1894, 
when Egllngton again resumed the e d ito r ia l  d u tie s . I t  Is  presumed th a t 
Egllngton served In t h i s  capacity  u n t i l  the  demise of the magazine In 
December, 1897, although the  e d i to r 's  name was not published In the 
masthead a f te r  Ju ly , 1894.
The years during which The Theatre flourished  saw numerous 
changes In the composition and a tt i tu d e s  of B r itish  audiences. Greater 
numbers of patrons began to  a ttend  the th e a tre s , fo r the  long-standing 
p re jud ice  against the acted  drama was crumbling during th is  e ra . How­
ever, th e  playgoers of the  period were f a r  from well-behaved, and
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though the  w rite rs  of the  magazine worked hard to  e ffe c t c e r ta in  
needed reform s, th e ir  e f fo r ts  seemingly were to  l i t t l e  a v a il .  The 
p i t ,  in  p a r t ic u la r , posed specia l problems during these  years.
Another p ressing  problem involved the  issu ing  of o rders, or conpli- 
mentary t ic k e ts  to  playgoers.
C ertain aspec ts  of p layw rlting  a lso  troubled the magazine’s 
w r ite rs . The most important was the  noticeable dearth  in native
M
dram atic ta le n t  and the p e rcep tib le  preeminence of French adap tations 
upon the English stage. Another question which evoked much comment 
was the p rop rie ty  of b i l l in g  adap tations as "new” productions.
The in tr in s ic  worth and basic  p ra c t ic a l i ty  of two proposed 
measures of reform fo r  the B r itish  stage were debated a t length in  
th e  pages of The T heatre . A gitation  fo r  the  establishm ent of a 
National Theatre, pa tterned  a f te r  the French, and fo r  the  founding 
of a Dramatic Academy, were motivated by the deBlre to  ra is e  the 
q u a lity  of ac tin g , to  ensure the performance of dramatic m asterpieces, 
and to  ra is e  the  p ro fessional standing of the p lay e r. Opposition to  
th e  two movements was u su a lly  based upon the lm p ra c tlc a lltle s  of the 
proposed schemes.
The Theatre a lso  displayed a keen awareness of the  re la tio n s  
of the Stage with four powerful so c ia l in s t i tu t io n s —the  Church, 
Government Censorship, the  P ress, and Society . The p e rio d ica l w it­
nessed and f a i th fu l ly  recorded the Improved re la tio n s  between the 
Church and the Stage, s igna lized  not only by increasing  to lerance  
toward the drama, but a lso  by the growing numbers of Church o f f ic ia l s  
who became playgoers. The so c ia l , leg a l, and p ro fessiona l s ta tu s  of 
th e  p layer took a decided upward tu rn  during th i s  same period . Prominent
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p layers were rec ru ited  from the ranks of the well-educated and the 
w ell-bfed , and were a lso  accepted by th e  members of fashionable 
soc ie ty . Perhaps the most s ig n if ic a n t token of the r is in g  p re s tig e  
of the  ac to r was the  conferring  of the f i r s t  knighthood ever given 
to  one of th a t profession  on Henry Irv ing  In 1895. The magazine was 
c a re fu l, however, to  remind the  ac to rs  and a c tre sse s  th a t th e i r  
heightened soc ia l and p ro fessional standing demanded a sense of soc ia l 
re sp o n s ib ili ty  In re tu rn .
' The m erits and disadvantages of government censorship were a lso  
questioned during th i s  e ra . Whatever I t s  m erits , I t  seems to  be a 
fa c t  th a t the censor, or the Bxamlner of Plays, did very l i t t l e  to  
lmpede'the progress made In dramatic w riting  at? th is  tim e.
R elations between the  Press as represented by the dramatic 
c r i t i c s  and the Stage, however, did not run as smoothly as they  might 
have done. D isgruntled and re sen tfu l playw rights a ired  th e ir  griev­
ances against the  c r i t i c s  In the  magazine, and the c r i t i c s  r e ta l ia te d  
with th e ir  ta le s  of woe. From 1889 on, the b i t t e r  b a tt le  between the 
New C r i t ic s  and the  Old C r i t ic s  enlivened the pages of The T heatre .
At Issue were the  drama:, of Ibsenlan realism  and stage conventionality . 
The New C r i t ic s  were more In te re s ted  In the  sc r ip t of a p lay , whereas 
th e ir  opponents were more concerned over the ac ting  of a p lay . The 
two schools d iffe red  a lso  In s ty le  of w riting  c r itic ism  and, more 
s ig n if ic a n tly , In th e i r  Ideas of the purposes of the drama and of 
th e a tr ic a l  c r i t ic ism . Another highly con troversia l Issue ra ised  in  
the  magazine was the  p ro p rie ty  of a c r i t i c ’s w riting  p lays, thus 
functioning  In two c o n flic tin g  c ap a c itie s  in th e  same f ie ld .
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Probably the most s ig n if ic a n t change of a l l  those recorded by 
The Theatre was th a t  In dramatic w ritin g . Whether I t  was acknowledged 
or no t, B r itish  drama was given i t s  g rea tes t Impetus in  the nineteenth 
century by the Norwegian playw right, Henrik Ibsen. Although the  soc ia l 
dramas and la te r  the  symbolic dramas of Ibsen were not accepted by the 
general playgolng public  in  England, nevertheless these audiences found 
th a t a f te r  a dose of potent Ibsenlan realism , the well-made play and 
the  sensational melodrama had pa lled  on them. Ib sen 's  strong treatm ent 
of the so c ia l i l l s  of h is  day repulsed the  conventional playgoer, who 
found the B r itish  versions of the  drama with a th e s is  more p a la ta b le .
I t  remained, th e re fo re , fo r Arthur Wing Pinero and Henry Arthur Jones 
and o ther native d ram atists to  concoct le ss  a s tr in g en t potions to  
serve to  the  p u b lic . B r itish  audiences discovered th a t the English 
versions of the  r e a l i s t i c  drama lik e  the highly  acclaimed The Second 
Mrs. Tanqueray could be a t  once thought-provoking and en te rta in in g .
I t  was demonstrated conclusively  th a t  one could go to  the  th ea tre  not 
only to  f e e l ,  but a lso  to  th ink , and be p leasurab ly  en terta ined  a l l  
the  w hile. The Theatre saw only the beginning of the  revo lu tion  in  
B r itish  drama, fo r the  Galsworthles and the Shaws were to  flower in  
the  early  years of th e  tw en tie th  century . The magazine had, however, 
recorded the  progress of the  revo lu tion  through ltB  most c r i t i c a l  
s tages.
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